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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE EFFECTS OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ON THE SUCCESS
OF STUDENTS ON A HIGH-STAKES STATE EXAMINATION

By
Jill A. Ashbaugh
December 2009

Dissertation supervised by Misook Heo, Ph.D.
The United States federal government, through the No Child Left Behind Act, is
holding schools accountable for students’ proficiency on academic standards. However,
standards-based curriculum and instruction, along with school-based support and
remediation programs, are not enough to help 100 percent of students to reach
proficiency. It is imperative that schools work with parents and communities to maximize
each child’s potential. Children of involved parents tend to exhibit higher educational
goals and perform at academically higher rates than those of parents who do not get
involved in their education.
The PSSA Parent Partnership is a program that involves parents, teachers, and
students working together in preparation for the Pennsylvania System of School
Assessment in reading and mathematics. A total of eighteen weekly assignments
iv

comprise the program, with six packets for reading and twelve packets for mathematics.
The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of the PSSA Parent
Partnership in terms of its goals to increase student proficiency on the PSSA and to
increase communication between teachers and parents. All of the null hypotheses in this
study were rejected, due to the evidence that was found indicating that the PSSA Parent
Partnership had a significant impact on student scores and proficiency levels, as well as
on teacher-parent-student communication and perceptions. The analyses of the data give
a clear indication that the PSSA Parent Partnership was successful in meeting its goals of
helping to increase proficiency on the PSSA and facilitate communication between the
school and home.
The findings of this study provide relevant information to educators who are
considering using test preparation programs with their students. The author supports the
best practices of using a standards-based curriculum and formative assessment as the
foundation for an educational program, but has shown that there is evidence to support
the use of test preparation programs as well. The results support earlier research related to
test preparation programs, parent involvement models and the benefits of parent
involvement. This study extended the body of research to include the effects of parent
involvement in preparing students for success on high-stakes examinations.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The United States federal government, through the No Child Left Behind Act, is
holding schools accountable for students’ proficiency on academic standards (United
States Department of Education, 2001). However, standards-based curriculum and
instruction, along with school-based support and remediation programs, are not enough to
help 100 percent of students to reach proficiency, when student achievement is impacted
by socioeconomic status, home environment, cultural differences, and genetic disparities
(Heath, 1983; Teale & Sulzby, 1986; Wang, Haertel, & Wahlberg, 1993). It is imperative
that schools work with parents and communities to maximize each child’s potential.
Children of involved parents perform at academically higher rates than those of
parents who do not get involved in their education (Epstein, 2001; Hoover-Dempsey &
Sandler, 1997). Further, children of involved parents tend to exhibit higher educational
goals (Gonzales-DeHass & Williams, 2003). The academic benefits for children of
involved parents include higher grades and test scores and positive attitudes about
education (Mapp, 2003).
Parents have had an important role in schools since the beginning of public
education in America. All aspects of schooling, from facilities to the curriculum, were
controlled by parents and the community. In the earliest days of education, the school
was the center of community life as it reflected the community’s political, cultural, and
social values. Parents had great power in determining the school’s curriculum, policies,
and procedures.
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Over time, the balance of power has shifted from parents and the community to
the school. Schools became responsible not only for education, but also for discipline,
extra-curricular activities, providing meals and organizing competitive athletic teams.
School systems have become large and complex, sometimes forcing parents into
marginalized roles in their child’s education. Even though extensive research suggests the
need and importance for parental involvement in education, teachers and administrators
seldom listen to the voices of the parents. Educators must create partnerships with parents
and students that nurture academic success while validating the home culture and
concerns (McCaleb, 1997). When educators and families create partnerships, the
children’s two worlds come together, enhancing student performance (Swap, 1993).
Statement of the Problem
Schools in the United States are being held accountable for students’ proficiency
on academic standards, regardless of a child’s readiness for school. With significant
emphasis on school accountability, systems are struggling to meet the goal of 100 percent
student proficiency. Student achievement can be impacted by socioeconomic status,
home environment, cultural differences, and genetic disparities (Heath, 1983; Teale &
Sulzby, 1986; Wang et al., 1993).
There are many benefits of parental involvement in children’s lives before
entrance to formal schooling (Clark, 1983; Lewis, 1995; Wang et al., 1993). Studies
which examined numerous student achievement factors pointed to the home environment
as the most critical in determining a child’s success in school (Teale & Sulzby, 1986;
Wang et al., 1993). Parenting practices and parent-child interactions were shown to be
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important factors in achievement of academic proficiency (Dodici, Draper, & Peterson,
2003; Heath, 1983).
The importance and need for parent involvement in education has been well
documented in the literature for many years (Ballantine, 1999; Comer & Haynes, 1991;
de Acosta, 1996; Epstein & Dauber, 1991). Improved academic achievement,
accountability, and attendance are related to parental involvement (Abrams & Gibbs,
2002). It has also been suggested that the benefits of parent involvement extend beyond
academic achievement to children’s socialization (Ballantine, 1999; Epstein, 1985;
Karther & Lowden, 1997). Parent involvement is important in every aspect of the
children’s education and development from birth to adulthood (Lareau, 2000). Parents
must be recognized as their children’s first and lifelong teachers (Truby, 1987).
Families are crucial to children’s learning. The most accurate predictor of a
student’s achievement in school is the extent to which that student’s family is able to
create a home environment that encourages learning; communicate high, yet reasonable,
expectations for their children’s achievement and future careers; and become involved in
their children’s education (United States Department of Education, 2001).
School programs that stress parent involvement and schools that maintain good
community relations have students who outperform those who attend schools lacking
these qualities. Schools are strengthened and students flourish when families become
actively involved in their children’s education. Parent involvement translates into better
attendance, improved behavior, a higher quality of education, and a safe and disciplined
environment (Drake, 2000; National PTA, 2004).
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With all of this evidence to support the benefits of parent involvement in schools,
it is startling how little school systems utilize this important component. There does not
seem to be a common understanding of what constitutes parent involvement or what
forms of involvement are most influential in promoting learning. Most of the previous
research is anecdotal or correlational. There is limited research demonstrating that any
type of parent involvement can be used as a predictor of proficiency on high-stakes state
examinations.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the effectiveness of a particular parent
involvement program in terms of its goals to increase student proficiency on a state
examination and to increase communication between teachers and parents. The study will
determine to what extent a child’s proficiency or improvement on a state examination is
related to and predicted by participation in the parent involvement program.
The particular program used in this study was designed for students in grades
three through six, and was implemented for 18 weeks beginning in November 2007.
Fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students will be the subjects of this study since they have
previous scores for comparison. Families self-selected to participate in the program.
These self-selected participants will serve as the study group and the non-participants will
serve as the comparison group.
Research Questions
The effectiveness of the parent involvement program will be evaluated by
answering the following research questions.
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1. How do different levels of participation in the parent involvement program, in
terms of the frequency and duration, influence students’ performance on a
state examination?
a. Is there a relationship between the level of participation in the parent
involvement program and the students’ improvement over previous
years?
b. Does the level of participation in the parent involvement program
predict proficiency or improvement on the state examination?
2. Did the parent involvement program promote more parent-student-teacher
communication?
a. Did parents’ perceived ability to help their children gain the essential
skills for success on the state examination change as a result of
participation in the parent involvement program?
b. Did the feedback forms from the parent involvement program give the
teachers more information to provide individual instruction targeting
areas of need?
c. Did students perceive that they were more prepared for the state
examination than in the past, as a result of participation in the parent
involvement program?
Answers to these questions will demonstrate to what extent the parent
involvement program met its goals of increasing student proficiency on the state
examination and facilitating communication between school and home, and will
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determine if there is a level participation in the program could be used to predict
proficiency or improvement on the state examination.
Two dimensions of achievement on the state examination will be studied:
proficiency level and scaled score. The scaled score is determined by a formula applied to
the raw scores on each of the sub-sections of the examination. A range of scaled scores
constitutes each proficiency level. There are four levels of proficiency at which a child
may perform: advanced, proficient, basic, and below basic. Advanced and proficient are
considered to be passing, while basic and below basic are failing. It is possible for a
student to make a significant gain in scaled score, but remain in the same proficiency
level. For this reason, both dimensions will be analyzed.
Significance of the Study
Parent involvement in the preparation of children for high-stakes examinations
may hold the potential for increased student proficiency. The findings of this study will
be helpful to educators as they continue to design and refine parent involvement
programs aimed at maximizing student achievement. Armed with this information,
schools and parents will be better able to form partnerships that will have a profound
effect on the students’ academic growth.
Limitations of the Study
Educational evaluation differs from experimental research in the generalizability
of the results (Popham, 1993). While the educational researcher is concerned with finding
truth, the evaluator is concerned with a quality appraisal of educational programs, in
order to make better decisions. While generalizability may be low in terms of
experimental research, there is value in evaluation research in terms of being able to
6

make informed decisions that impact the education of students. In particular, formative
assessments take place while programs can still be modified to increase their value. The
importance of this study lies in the information it will provide to educators to maintain or
revise a particular program in the future to benefit student achievement.
The program was designed specifically to use with students in grades three
through six. This study was conducted with students and their parents, in a high achieving
school district of about 2800 students, in semi-rural western Pennsylvania. The reader is
cautioned regarding the generalizability of the results to populations that differ from this
one or that vary from the age-group for which the program was designed.
Although the surveys were designed to elicit honest answers to direct questions, it
is impossible to guarantee that the answers given were true. It is possible that families
participated in the program without returning the response form thus causing some
students to be counted as non-participants when they should have been counted as
participants.
Since this program was conducted in the 2007 – 2008 school year, no changes can
be made to it that will affect the original participants. However, the results of this study
could impact decisions regarding implementation in the future.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was delimited to elementary school students in grades four through six
although the program was designed for students in grades three through six. Since only
grade four through six students had previous scores for comparison, they were chosen as
the population.
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For the purposes of this study, student proficiency was measured by the scores on
the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA), since the program was designed
to involve parents in a program to increase PSSA scores. It is recognized that a score on a
state examination is only one of the many ways to measure student achievement.
Additionally, there is no evidence that this parent involvement program could be used to
assist students in preparing for examinations in states other than Pennsylvania.
Definition of Terms
In order to provide a better understanding of the content of this document,
selected terms are defined below.
Academic content standards: Descriptions of what students should know and be able to
do in a content area.
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): The measure of progress each year to ensure that
states/districts/schools are meeting the requirements of the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 to adequately meet students’ academic needs. AYP consists of three
targets: 1) performance on the state assessment, 2) participation in the state
assessment, and 3) district graduation rate for schools that graduate seniors or
district attendance rate for schools that do not graduate seniors.
Assessment anchors: Information which clarifies the standards that are used on the PSSA.
Eligible content: The range of content from a standard that may be tested on the PSSA.
Feedback form: Form on which parents record the number of minutes a student worked
on the packet during the week, as well as any areas in which the student requires
further assistance from the teacher. A feedback form was to be returned to the
teacher for every packet that the student completes.
8

Parent involvement: Any activity in which parents support a child’s education, including,
but not limited to, providing assistance with homework, communicating with
teachers, assisting as school volunteers, and taking part in parent-teacher
organizations.
Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA): Group of standards-based criterionreferenced annual exams used to measure a student's attainment of the
Pennsylvania academic standards while also determining the how well school
programs enable students to attain proficiency of the standards. The exams are
administered to students in grades three through eight and eleven. Students in all
of these grades take exams in reading and mathematics. Students in grades four,
eight, and eleven take a science exam. Students in grades five, eight, and eleven
take an exam in writing.
Performance level: Students are identified as performing in one of four levels - advanced,
proficient, basic and below basic. A student is considered proficient or advanced,
if they have mastered Pennsylvania’s assessment anchor content standards as
demonstrated on the PSSA, at their grade level.
PSSA Parent Partnership: The program evaluated in this study which involved parents in
the preparation of their children for the PSSA. Parents were provided with weekly
packets of problems derived from PDE’s assessment anchors and eligible content.
Scaled Scores: Raw scores from individual students’ PSSAs are converted to scaled
scores for ease of interpretation. The school scaled score is determined by the
mean student scaled score. School scaled scores can be compared with district and
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state results. Scaled scores also allow scores from one year to be compared with
other years.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
History of Assessments
Test scores and high stakes accountability dominate much of today’s discussion
around the effectiveness of local public schools. The effects of test scores carry even
more weight when viewed at state and national levels. Educational policies, reform
efforts, and government funding are driven by high- stakes tests. A review of the history
of assessment in the United States reveals many years of debate surrounding the use of
high-stakes testing.
Almost a century ago, Link (1919) described the negative impact of standardized
testing, stating that it forced students and teachers to focus on preparing for good test
scores rather than learning the practical application of the subject matter. More recently,
Hanson (1993) observed that students were generally more motivated to work for test
scores as opposed to the intrinsic value of learning. Clearly, the frustration with
standardized testing is not new in the United States.
Early universities used oral examinations as the main form of testing students’
understanding of a subject. The earliest record of oral examinations at the university level
in the United States was at Harvard University in 1646 (Hanson, 1993). Because oral
exams were time-consuming and scores were subjective, educators looked for other ways
of assessing comprehension. In the early 1800’s, Yale began using standard examinations
with all students at the end of the second and fourth years of college. In 1833, Harvard
instituted a standard written mathematics exam. Harvard began to require a written
entrance exam in 1851, and Yale used an annual written examination beginning in 1865.
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The number of American universities requiring standard written examinations continued
to grow.
The early written examinations used by universities paved the way to our modern
model of education shaped by testing, comparing and even categorizing students.
Elementary and secondary schools in American cities had followed the practice of annual
oral examinations conducted by visiting examiners for many years (Hanson, 1993). As
the size and number of public schools grew in the mid nineteenth century, it became
impossible to administer oral exams on such a large scale. Schools needed a more
efficient way to test the students. In 1845, while working with the Boston Public Schools,
Mann created a standardized essay test. The testing debate during this time was centered
on the use of oral versus written examinations. Mann emphasized the benefits that written
exams had over oral exams. Students and schools could be easily compared when all
students were required to engage in the same test. In addition, the use of written exams
would not allow teachers to show favoritism or probe students to elicit responses that
would demonstrate a more in-depth understanding. A written exam allowed students to
develop ideas without the interruption of classmates or the time limitations of a one-onone oral exam (Hanson, 1993).
It is at this time that the classification and grouping of students in public schools
was brought to the state level. Under Mann’s tenure as the Secretary of the State Board of
Education in Massachusetts, he used the written exam format of the Boston Public
Schools to develop a standard exam used by all schools in Massachusetts. The goals were
for school systems to be efficiently monitored by outside supervisors and for the
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classification of students (United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment,
1992).
While working at Columbia University, Thorndike developed standardized tests
in math, reading, language, spelling, and drawing. The Thorndike Handwriting Scale,
produced in 1909, is considered to be the first widely used achievement test in American
public schools to measure students’ mastery of correct handwriting form. In time, there
were more than 100 standardized tests developed to measure achievement of students in
elementary and secondary schools by 1918 (United States Congress, Office of
Technology Assessment, 1992).
By the 1930s the range of standardized tests grew but did not approach the
amount of testing that a student at the start of the next millennium would see over his
school career. A student graduating before 1950 may have taken a total of three
standardized tests during his entire school experience. Throughout this era, test results
were not published in newspapers, parents rarely saw the results and teachers seldom
discussed scores with students (Perrone, 1991).
A huge influx of immigrants between 1950 and 1970 caused a dramatic change in
school enrollment and demographics. Enrollment in public schools nearly doubled to 46
million in the two decades that followed 1950 (United States Congress, Office of
Technology Assessment, 1992). With such a dramatic growth in numbers and diversity,
standardized testing had to be re-invented to meet the growing demand.
In the 1950s, technology revolutionized public education testing with the
invention of the automatic scoring machine by the Iowa Testing Program. This new
development allowed school districts to score tests with a level of efficiency previously
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unthinkable (United States Congress, Office of Technology Assessment, 1992). The new
technology sparked a renewed interest in the use of large-scale assessments with
American educational leaders, and national testing programs began to seem like a
possibility. Technological advancements allowed reports to be given to schools showing
results for all students individually, by whole group and by specific reporting groups.
Computer generated information provided school leaders with quick access to data that
could be used for student placement, curriculum revision and school effectiveness.
With the announcement by the College Board in the mid-1970s that SAT scores
had been falling steadily for several years, efforts to rate the effectiveness of schools
began in earnest (Wirtz, 1977). Higher expectations for performance, graduation
requirements for all students and more testing became an increasingly popular trend
following the publication of A Nation at Risk by the National Commission on Education
in 1983. Calling for an end to minimal competencies, the report argued against low
standards for student performance. American students were shown to be achieving at
lower levels than their counterparts in other countries. As a result, many state
governments created educational standards and implemented high-stakes testing policies
with consequences to ensure the accountability of administrators, teachers and students
(Berliner & Biddle, 1995).
In 1988, the government’s role in education increased again when congress
created the 26-member National Assessment Governing Board to set policy for the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Since 1990, the NAEP has been
the only measure of student achievement in the United States on which performance of
students in one state could be compared with the performance of students in other states,
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although individual and school results are not available (United States Department of
Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 2008).
With the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965, all public schools were required to use standardized testing. In 1965,
ESEA provided Title I funds as a way to assist poorer schools in increasing opportunities
for enrichment and smaller class sizes, but it also encouraged school districts to use
standardized testing to assess all students. The 1994 reauthorization of ESEA defined
academic standards and high-stakes testing as necessary criteria for school districts to
receive Title I funds. In order to show that poorer students were benefiting from the use
of Title I money, reports now had to be disaggregated along racial and socioeconomic
lines. Even though high-stakes testing and accountability began to have greater emphasis,
sanctions were rarely imposed and failure was not often announced to the public (Kafer,
2004).
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act was once again revised and
presented as The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). This new legislation
created stringent requirements and posed considerable challenges for states. For the first
time in the nation’s history, the federal government moved from being primarily a source
of funding to actually requiring student proficiency on standards. The federal government
now holds schools, districts, and states accountable for student outcomes. NCLB of 2001
poses specific sanctions for schools which fail to meet standards of proficiency,
classifying them into categories such as warning, school improvement, and corrective
action (Bloomfield & Cooper, 2003).
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Background of No Child Left Behind
With specific sanctions and public reporting in place, President George W. Bush
signed the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 into law. The reauthorization of the original
1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act completely changed the language and
focus of the public school system. Proponents of the legislation believe it has had a
positive impact on classroom instruction, as curriculum has been redesigned to address
standards of proficiency. It has been shown that accountability systems help to improve
the scores of all students, whether or not there are serious consequences attached
(Hanushek & Raymond, 2004). Advocates of high-stakes assessment believe that testing
helps to raise the expectations for teacher and student performance in the classroom, as
well as ensuring that earning a high school diploma means that students have gained the
necessary competencies to navigate the world of work and post-secondary education
(Gandal & McGiffert, 2003).
NCLB is not without its detractors. Opponents of the high-stakes consequences
believe the reauthorization was politically designed, and calling it “No Child Left
Behind” implies that schools have not tried to address all students’ needs in the past
(Sirotnik, 2004). Public schools in all states, including Pennsylvania, must now define
their success in terms of each student’s level of performance on a yearly exam given in
grades three through eleven, and once in high school. In response to failing scores, some
school systems have taken measures that have negatively impacted the education and
social well-being of students such as cutting the arts from the curriculum and
concentrating on test preparation instead of teaching to the standards. Failure to meet the
state’s minimum threshold of passing scores on an annual exam can result in reduced
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funding and public humiliation in local papers. Further, NCLB’s requirement that scores
be disaggregated by many factors, including race, special education and economically
disadvantaged, has drawn more public attention to the achievement gap.
While the debate between supporters and opponents of NCLB will continue, one
fact is clear: NCLB completely changed the federal government’s role in public
education. The federal government is now holding schools, districts and states
accountable for student outcomes. All public schools, regardless of their demographics or
socioeconomic status, are tested and held to the expectations and sanctions established by
NCLB (Smith, 2004).
The Pennsylvania System of School Assessment
The PSSA is Pennsylvania’s assessment instrument used for compliance with
NCLB (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2008a). It was implemented in 1992, and
became mandatory in 1998. These examinations are used to classify students into one of
four performance categories in each of the subject areas tested: reading, mathematics,
writing, and science. Currently, students are tested in reading and mathematics in grades
three through eight and grade eleven. The writing examination is given in grades five,
eight and eleven. The science examination is given in grades four, eight and eleven.
The State Board of Education approved specific criteria that define four levels of
proficiency: advanced, proficient, basic and below basic. The performance level
descriptors are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1
Pennsylvania’s general performance level descriptors
Performance
level descriptor

Description

Advanced

The Advanced Level reflects superior academic performance.
Advanced work indicates an in-depth understanding and
exemplary display of the skills included in the Pennsylvania
Academic Content Standards.

Proficient

The Proficient Level reflects satisfactory academic performance.
Proficient work indicates a solid understanding and adequate
display of the skills included in the Pennsylvania Academic
Content Standards.

Basic

The Basic Level reflects marginal academic performance. Basic
work indicates a partial understanding and limited display of the
skills included in the Pennsylvania Academic Content Standards.
This work is approaching satisfactory performance, but has not
been reached. There is a need for additional instructional
opportunities and/or increased student academic commitment to
achieve the Proficient Level.

Below Basic

The Below Basic Level reflects inadequate academic
performance. Below Basic work indicates little understanding and
minimal display of the skills included in the Pennsylvania
Academic Content Standards. There is a major need for additional
instructional opportunities and/or increased student academic
commitment to achieve the Proficient Level.
Note. From Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2001
(http://www.pde.state.pa.us/a_and_t/site/default.asp)

NCLB requires that all students reach proficiency in mathematics and reading by
the year 2014 (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2008a). Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) is used to measure the performance of schools and school districts each year. AYP
is based on several factors: student performance on the mathematics and reading PSSA,
participation rate, and attendance and graduation rates. The AYP targets set by the
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Pennsylvania Department of Education for the percent of proficient students are
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2
Adequate Yearly Progress targets for reading and mathematics
Year

2002-04 2005-07

2008-10

2011 2012 2013 2014

Percent Proficient in
Reading

45

54

63

72

81

91

100

Percent Proficient in
Math

35

45

56

67

78

89

100

Note. From Pennsylvania Department of Education,
2008a(http://www.pde.state.pa.us/pas/cwp/view.asp?a=3&Q=95035&pasNav=|632
5|&pasNav=|)

In addition to reporting the overall data for a district and its schools, the results are
disaggregated by racial subgroups, students who have limited English proficiency,
students who are economically disadvantaged, and those who receive special education
services. If a school does not meet one of the targets, it fails to meet AYP. School leaders
can use this information to promote changes that will positively impact student
achievement.
Test Preparation
While many school districts consistently meet target achievement levels on the
state examinations, they struggle to increase the percentage of students who score
proficient and advanced on these tests. Preparing students to succeed on exams is a major
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concern of districts and schools and imposes the burden of individual teacher
accountability in some cases.
Test preparation is a hotly debated topic, with proponents pushing for a wide
range of test-prep programs, and detractors stating that the only ethical test-prep is the
school’s curriculum (Jerald, 2006; Hollingworth, 2007). Each educational system must
wrestle with the decision of what components comprise an ethical program of test
preparation. Opinions on this issue range along a continuum rather than being two
distinct camps. At the least intrusive end of the spectrum, some educators argue that a
standards-based curriculum will develop the needed competencies in students to
demonstrate proficiency on exams. On the opposite end, advocates of test-prep programs,
or those who fear governmental sanctions for failure, often curtail the teaching of the
curriculum and instead substitute several weeks of intensive test-prep activities that
mimic the actual exam items.
There are several methods for preparing students for high-stakes examinations
(Hollingworth, 2007). Schools and individual teachers may choose to use these
alternatives alone or in any combination, as they are not exclusive options.
The least intrusive to the curriculum is simply to teach the curriculum itself. With
this option, it is paramount that the curriculum be examined and aligned to the standards
being tested. Closely related to this alternative is revamping instruction to include units
with real-world contexts. There are numerous studies that indicate a positive correlation
between achievement and teaching in real-world contexts (Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding,
1988; Cipielewski & Stanovich, 1992; Gottfried, 1990). Another closely related
alternative is the use of formative assessments within the regular curriculum and
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instruction. Teacher-created assessments that mirror high-stakes exam formats are useful
as instructional tools as students receive frequent feedback about their progress and areas
needing additional work. Additionally, using the same formats as students will see on the
high-stakes tests prepares them to take the examinations, and scores are not deflated due
to a lack of understanding of how to take the test. All of these options can be used within
the regular curriculum during the school day. Teachers do not need to set aside special
time to prepare students for examinations as the preparation is embedded into the daily
structure of learning. Clearly, all of these options are ethical practices.
On the other end of the test-prep spectrum are activities such as reviewing actual
test questions with students prior to the test, changing instruction to match the tested
items and allowing students to use unauthorized resources during the testing session.
These practices would be unethical and serve to give students an unfair advantage by
allowing them to cheat to achieve better scores (Pennsylvania Department of Education,
2008b; Utah State Office of Education, 2007). Artificially inflating scores is not the
objective of the examinations nor should it be the objective of a test-prep program.
Perhaps somewhere in the middle of these extremes are canned programs.
Numerous companies offer web-based programs and coaching books filled with test
banks designed to expose students to test formats and provide them opportunities to
practice skills and concepts that may be tested. The problem with canned programs is that
they may be item-specific instead of offering students the broad range of concepts that a
full curriculum provides (Popham, 2001). However, used in conjunction with a standardsbased curriculum, these canned programs can serve the purpose of providing practice
with test-taking skills and may also serve as formative assessment. Utilized in this
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fashion, a canned program is an ethical means of providing test preparation. Educators
are cautioned, however, not to compromise what they know to be best practice in order to
fit a canned program into the school day (Hollingworth, 2007).
When deciding how to prepare students for high-stakes testing, it is paramount
that the stakeholders’ interests be considered. The most important stakeholders are the
students. They must be exposed only to ethical practices while being prepared to do their
best on state exams. Teachers are responsible for the delivery of the curriculum, along
with any school-based preparation programs. In some systems teachers are held
personally responsible for students’ success. The parents are also stakeholders in the
process, and they should be seen as partners with schools in ensuring that children are
well-prepared academically.
From a utilitarian view, combining the elements of a standards-based curriculum,
instruction in real-world contexts and formative assessments, along with a program to
provide extra practice in test formats and content, provides the best consequences for the
most people and addresses stakeholders’ needs. Students stand to benefit largely from
this decision as they will have the benefit of being taught by teachers who understand
best practices in instruction using a standards-based curriculum and formative
assessment. This improvement in the delivery of instruction alone could assist many
students with increasing their proficiency on the state exam (Hollingworth, 2007).
Several additional benefits could be realized by involving parents in a test preparation
program as well. Research has shown that children of involved parents do better in
academics (Henderson & Berla, 1995; Klinger, Rogers, Anderson, Poth, & Calman,
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2006). By informing parents about the content and formats of the state exam, they will be
better equipped to provide the assistance needed by their child in preparing for the exam.
The issue of test preparation is not a dilemma that can be eliminated as long as
high-stakes tests are in place. However, through careful planning and implementation of a
standards-based curriculum with real-world context instruction and formative
assessments, along with a strong component to provide additional practice opportunities
for children, students will have the best opportunity to demonstrate proficiency on the
examinations. Ultimately, using ethical test preparation techniques will ensure that the
students’ scores will be valid representations of their skills and knowledge.
NCLB and Parent Involvement
The federal government linked parent involvement to student achievement
through NCLB. This act requires schools and districts to engage families in the education
of their children (United States Department of Education, 2001). Since NCLB mandates
student proficiency in core subject areas and requires an annual state examination to
measure progress, it is imperative that parents become partners with schools to ensure
student proficiency. This legislation recognized the important role of parents in ensuring
the academic success of every child.
Parent Involvement Models
Several researchers have described the various ways in which parents are
involved with their children through the development of descriptive models (Epstein,
1987, 1995; Gordon, 1979; Henderson, Marburger, & Ooms, 1986; Hornby, 2000: Swap,
1993). These models take into account various qualities of families, schools and
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communities in defining the diverse ways that parents are involved in their children’s
education.
Gordon’s Parent Involvement Models
Gordon (1979) described four models of parent involvement. They include the
parent impact model, the comprehensive services model, the school impact model and the
community impact model. These models explain how parents are involved in their child’s
education in diverse ways, and the school has varying degrees of involvement with
children and families.
In the parent impact model (Gordon, 1979), the aim is to improve the family’s
capacity to provide a nurturing learning environment at home that develops readiness for
formal learning. This model assumes that the actions of family members have an
influence on children’s learning. Programs that strengthen the family’s connections to
education and support their efforts with their children are essential in this model. One
major stumbling block in this model is that it is often difficult to engage parents in
training as to how to work effectively with their children.
In the comprehensive services model of parent involvement (Gordon, 1979),
nutritional, social, psychological, and health services are provided within the school. In
addition to educational aspects, the school is also seen as the conduit between the home
and social service programs. Nutrition, health care, counseling and other non-academic
services are considered critical to a child’s development and ability to learn. That is, a
child who has his basic needs met will be more ready and able to learn at school. The
downside to this model is that parents sometimes see the suggestion from the school to

24

involve outside services as intrusive, and they do not want school personnel to know their
family’s personal business.
The school impact model (Gordon, 1979) emphasizes the importance of regular
communication and interaction between parents and school personnel. Emphasis is
placed on teachers’ understanding of home cultures and variables that affect a student’s
ability to learn. Responsiveness to both student and parent needs is the central goal of this
model. Unlike the parent impact model in which families interact with schools and
agencies, in the school impact model schools and agencies change to suit families.
Inconsistent communication would be a problem in this model. Open and honest dialog
between the parents and the school is tantamount to the success of the student.
The community impact model (Gordon, 1979) assumes that all of the programs of
schools are intertwined and work together to strengthen the ability of families to provide
the best possible environment for their children to learn. Gordon depicted school
programs in the form of a wheel, stating that it is important to have parents within the
school who are involved in various programs in order for the “wheel to turn efficiently”
(Gordon, 1979, p. 9). It is not necessary that every parent be involved in every program;
what is critical is that each parent chooses the role within the school that is best suited to
his or talents and personality. The problem with this model is the assumption that parents
readily involve themselves in school programs. Barriers of time, resources and apathy
prevent many parents from participating fully in their child’s education.
Henderson, Marburger, and Ooms’ Parent Involvement Model
Henderson et al. (1986) defined parent involvement by clustering the roles of
parents into five categories: partners, collaborators and problem solvers, audience,
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supporters and advisors/co-decision makers. They believe that parent involvement should
be encouraged and nurtured for the children’s benefit, although they acknowledge the
reluctance of some educators to include parents in the educational process.
Parents are described as partners (Henderson et al., 1986) when they perform
some basic obligations, such as registering their child for school, ensuring regular
attendance and purchasing necessary supplies. Much of what a parent does in this
category is performed as a legal responsibility. Along with these responsibilities, parents
have certain educational rights such as access to their child’s records and shared decision
making in developing their child’s special education plan.
Parents are collaborators and problem solvers (Henderson et al., 1986) when they
assist school personnel with solving problems related to their child’s learning or
behavior. When parents are alerted to a potential problem early they can often work with
the teacher to develop a plan to avert further issues. Involving the parents gives teachers
the opportunity to understand the dynamics of the home when dealing with the child.
Another parent role in the school is that of audience (Henderson et al., 1986).
Parents perform this role when they attend school functions, such as back-to-school night
and open house. Although important, the role of the parent is, for the most part, passive.
These events are designed to help parents become familiar with the building, the teachers
and the curriculum. Attending these programs helps parents to demonstrate to their child
that school is important.
Parents are supporters (Henderson et al., 1986) when they volunteer to perform
tasks such as organizing parties, helping with field trips and tutoring children. ParentTeacher Associations often spearhead volunteer activities within the school. In a less
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formal way, parents are supporters when they form networks to assist other parents. This
could take the form of carpooling, assisting the family when a parent is ill and welcoming
new families to the school community.
Parents are advisors and co-decision makers (Henderson et al., 1986) when they
work hand-in-hand with administrators, teachers and school boards to form the policies
and carry out the tasks that affect the functioning of the school system. Parents may be
called upon for input into strategic planning, a new scheduling system or the hiring of a
principal. Participation in this role is quite low compared to the others as the tasks can be
daunting and time-consuming. Further, parents are more often recruited by school
personnel to serve particular advisory functions as opposed to being informed of
opportunities.
Epstein’s Parent Involvement Model
A series of investigations by Epstein (1987, 1995) involved isolating the
perspectives of each constituency group related to schools: parents, teachers, students,
community and administrators. This resulted in the development of the Six Types of
Parent Involvement (STPI). The framework for the STPI has given educators common
terminology with regard to parent involvement policies and programs. Each of the STPI
has specifically defined elements, allowing educators to discuss and evaluate policies and
programs objectively. Some parent involvement programs may incorporate only one of
the STPI, while others use several. Each type can exist independently (Epstein, 1995).
The first element of the STPI is the basic obligations of families. Families must
ensure the health and safety of their children. In addition, parents should provide a home
environment that supports learning and appropriate behavior through child rearing
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practices that help prepare children for school (Epstein & Dauber, 1991). One problem
with this element is that it assumes that parents have the capacity to provide a home
environment that is conducive to learning. Unfortunately, it is all too common that
parents struggle to meet the needs of their children, often falling short on basic health and
safety, and they lack the capacity to provide a home that prepares their children for the
rigors of schooling.
The second element of the STPI is the basic obligations of schools. Schools are
responsible for communication with families about school programs and children’s
progress. This includes parent-teacher conferences, report cards, newsletters, notes and
school-initiated phone calls. Modern technology has also provided additional means to
inform parents about events and progress. Some schools are using websites, e-mail, webbased progress reporting and automated telephone systems to communicate with families.
The form and frequency of communications may vary widely among schools (Epstein &
Dauber, 1991). One obstacle to this element is that teachers sometimes view parental
input as intrusive and unnecessary, so they hesitate to communicate with families as
frequently as they should. In addition, communications such as websites and automated
telephone systems do not allow for important two-way interactions to occur.
Parent involvement at school is the third element of the STPI. This refers to
parents being physically present as volunteers, assisting teachers, children, school
administrators or other school staff, and supporting student activities, such as sports,
concerts and other performances (Epstein & Dauber, 1991). Sometimes teachers avoid
using parent volunteers in their classrooms due to student privacy issues. They worry that
parents may communicate sensitive information to others in the community.
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In the fourth element of the STPI, involvement in learning activities at home,
parents assist their child with learning activities in support of the child’s classroom work.
Teachers may request that parents help with certain topics, and schools sometimes
provide information on how to monitor and confer with children regarding their
homework. In addition, the school may provide guidance regarding programs, activities
and opportunities for students to help them be more successful in school (Epstein &
Dauber, 1991). A downside to this element is that some parents are not willing and able
to assist their children with schoolwork. They may lack the time, knowledge and skills, or
may simply take a stance that the child should complete homework alone.
The fifth element of the STPI is involvement in decision making, governance and
advocacy. Through participation in parent-teacher associations, advisory councils, school
boards or other committees, parents and community members demonstrate a commitment
to education. These groups monitor the schools and contribute to school improvement
(Epstein & Dauber, 1991). The major problem with this element is that involvement can
sometimes be intrusive. School personnel often consider themselves as the experts and
believe that advice from outsiders is unnecessary.
Collaboration and exchanges with community organizations is the sixth element
of the STPI. This element suggests that entire communities are responsible for their
children’s education. Social service agencies, religious organizations, businesses, law
enforcement and community members share the responsibility for education. More and
more, schools embrace the philosophy of joining families in need with the appropriate
organizations that can provide the needed assistance (Epstein & Dauber, 1991).
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Swap’s Parent Involvement Models
Swap (1993) developed four models of parent involvement: protective, school-tohome transmission, curriculum enrichment and partnership. Each model has a set of
beliefs, goals and strategies, and the approaches utilized range from minimizing parent
involvement to actively promoting it.
Avoiding conflict by keeping teaching and parenting functions separate is the goal
of the protective model (Swap, 1993). The major objective is to protect the school from
parental interference. The parent’s responsibility is to ensure that children have school
supplies and arrive on time, while the teacher’s responsibility is to deliver the educational
components. In this model, involvement by parents is considered unnecessary and
intrusive. The protective model is based on three assumptions: 1) parents delegate the
responsibility of educating children to the school, 2) school personnel are accountable to
parents for student achievement and 3) educators accept the responsibility and
accountability of educating children.
Teachers view themselves as experts but recognize the importance of using
parents as a resource in the transmission model (Swap, 1993). The assumptions that are
central to this model are: 1) student achievement is fostered when parents and teachers
hold the same expectations, 2) teachers should identify the activities outside of school
that contribute to student achievement and 3) parents should support the importance of
schooling, reinforce shared expectations at home, provide nurturing conditions at home,
and ensure that minimum academic requirements are met by the child. This model
acknowledges the importance of parents in supporting the goals of the school through
interaction with the teacher. Although the teacher is the expert, parents play an important
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role in the student’s academic progress. In order for this model to be effective, teachers
must develop interpersonal skills to work with parents and guide them to work
productively with their child. The drawback to this model is that it assumes that all
parents can and will work with their children at home, when the reality is that not all
parents are capable and willing to do so.
The curriculum-enrichment model (Swap, 1993) is based on the assumption that
parents possess an expertise that can facilitate student progress in school, and the
interactions between teachers and parents will enhance student achievement. The goal is
to incorporate parents’ contributions to extend and enrich the school curriculum. The
focus of this model is on the school curriculum and does not necessarily extend to other
areas of school involvement. It gives parents and teachers the opportunity to learn from
each other as parents are actively involved in their child’s education. A drawback to this
model is that teachers may view the input of parents as intrusive since parents have
increased input into the curriculum.
The partnership model (Swap, 1993) combines the best aspects of the other
models by establishing a partnership in which parents and teachers share the
responsibility for the education of children, each contributing different strengths to the
relationship. In the partnership model there is mutual support and joint decision making
between parents and teachers, frequent two-way communication and a climate that
enhances the learning process both at home and at school. Teachers are considered to be
experts on education, and parents are seen as experts regarding their child’s personal
attributes. The goal of this model is to combine teacher and parent strengths to optimize
the educational program of the student. Swap stresses that there must be flexibility to use
31

other models when necessary, but the partnership model is generally the most appropriate
parent involvement model.
Hornby’s Parent Involvement Models
Hornby (2000) expanded Swap’s (1993) work to include two additional models.
In addition to the four models Swap developed, Hornby added the expert and consumer
models.
Teachers consider themselves experts in all facets of educating children, and a
parent’s input is given little consideration, in the expert model (Hornby, 2000). Teachers
control all decisions regarding formal education, and the parent’s role is to receive
information regarding the progress and behavior of the child. There are several problems
with the expert model. First, it encourages a dominant teacher – submissive parent
relationship. There is an expectation that parents will receive information at face value
and not ask any questions. In addition, when disregarding parent input, teachers may
overlook the special needs of children and the contributions that parents can make in
regard to student achievement.
Parents are viewed as consumers of educational services in the consumer model
(Hornby, 2000). Parents make decisions about what actions should be taken, while
teachers serve as consultants providing parents with relevant information for informed
decision making. Cast in the role of the expert and decision maker, parents are likely to
be satisfied with their child’s education and parent-teacher communication. There are two
major drawbacks to this model. First, taken to the extreme, this model can lead to
surrender of professional responsibility as the teacher defers to all parent decisions.
Second, teachers must keep parents fully informed of all aspects of the child’s education
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in order for the parents to be able to make appropriate decisions regarding the child’s
educational program. This model is doomed to failure without consistent and honest
communication.
Summary of Parent Involvement Models
For three decades, researchers have been defining parent involvement in
education through the use of various models (Epstein, 1987, 1995; Gordon, 1979;
Henderson et al., 1986; Hornby, 2000; Swap, 1993). These models take into account
various qualities of families, schools and communities by defining the diverse ways that
parents are involved in their children’s education.
One common element in the parent involvement models is the impact of the home
environment. Epstein (1987) refers to this as the basic obligations of families. The
partners category (Henderson et al., 1986) shows how parents perform the basic
obligations for their child’s education and social development, along with reinforcing the
school’s efforts. The aim of Gordon’s (1979) parent impact model is to improve the
family’s capacity to nurture learning at home. Parent responsibility is seen throughout
Swap’s (1993) models, with the protective model keeping the home and school
responsibilities as separate as possible. Parts of the transmission model more closely
resemble the ideas of the other authors in that it assumes parents will provide a nurturing
home environment and support the goals and expectations of the school.
Another common element in the parent involvement models is communication
between home and school. The importance of regular communication and interaction
between parents and school personnel is described in Gordon’s (1979) school impact
model. Epstein (1987) called this one of the basic obligations of the school, as she put the
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onus for initiating communication on the school. The collaborators and problem solvers
category (Henderson et al., 1986) describes open communication between teachers and
parents. Communication is an essential part of all of Swap’s (1993) models except
protective. One-way communication is initiated by the school in Hornby’s (2000) expert
model; while two-way communication is essential in the consumer model, the parent has
the dominant role.
A third common element in the parent involvement models is parental support for
school activities. In the community impact model (Gordon, 1979), schools flourish when
every parent is involved in the school program according to his or her talents and
interests. When parents are in the audience or supporters group (Henderson et al., 1986),
they demonstrate their support either passively by attending events such as open house
and concerts, or actively by planning and chaperoning class activities, tutoring children or
networking with other parents. The partnership model (Swap, 1993) combines parent and
teacher strengths to optimize the educational program. Parent involvement at school
(Epstein & Dauber, 1991) is viewed as a critical element to student success.
Finally, the fourth common element of the parent involvement models is parental
involvement with academic assistance. The parent impact model (Gordon, 1979),
assumes that family members have great influence on a child’s learning. One of the many
functions parents play as supporters (Henderson et al., 1986) is the direct tutoring of
children. The curriculum enrichment model (Swap, 1993) suggests that the contributions
that parents make to extend and enrich the curriculum will enhance student achievement.
Involvement with learning activities at home (Epstein & Dauber, 1991) is an essential
part of a child’s academic success.
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Benefits of Parent Involvement
Parents are the major influence in children’s lives, and there are several benefits
of having parental involvement in schools. It is essential that parents see themselves as
valued partners with the school system and view learning as a shared responsibility
(Abadiano & Turner, 2003). The National School Public Relations Association reported
that when parental involvement improves there is higher academic achievement, better
attendance and improved behavior at home and school (Padgett, 2006). When families
create a home environment that encourages learning and immersing children in literacy,
the children are more likely to become proficient readers and writers (Klinger et al.,
2006).
Henderson and Berla (1995) describe the benefits of parent involvement to the
various stakeholders. Students benefit by increasing grades and test scores, better
attendance, more homework completion, fewer placements in special education, more
positive attitudes and behaviors, higher graduation rates and greater enrollment in
postsecondary education. Parents benefit because they develop more confidence in the
school and in their ability to assist their children with schoolwork at home and the
teachers with whom they work have better opinions of them as parents and higher
expectations of their children. Communities benefit because teacher morale improves, the
school receives more support from families, parents rate teachers higher, and overall the
school enjoys a better reputation in the community.
The level of parents’ involvement in their children’s lives can profoundly affect
their children’s development (Hrabowski, Maton, & Greif, 1998). School programs that
stress parent involvement and schools that maintain good community relations have
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students who outperform those who attend schools lacking these qualities. Schools are
strengthened and students flourish when families become actively involved in their
children’s education. Parent involvement translates into better attendance, improved
behavior, a higher quality of education and a more safe and disciplined environment
(Drake, 2000).
Both teachers and students believe that parent involvement in academics at home
is more important than parent involvement at school (DePlanty, Coulter-Kern, &
Duchane, 2007). Parent involvement at home can take several forms. Parents can create
and reinforce academic success, persuade their children through words and actions to
develop attitudes, behaviors and efforts that lead to success, and stress the importance of
doing well in school. Students whose parents are involved in these ways are more likely
to develop positive self-efficacy for school-related tasks compared to students whose
parents do not provide these reinforcements (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995). One
study completed with low-income, urban families whose children were in a Head Start
program indicated that home-based family involvement was a strong predictor of student
outcomes (Fantuzzo, McWayne, Perry, and Childs, 2004). This factor had a significant
effect on children’s attention, motivation to learn, persistence on tasks, receptive
vocabulary skills and low incidence of misbehavior.
In an analysis of 24 studies, researchers looked at parent involvement as an
intervention for academic success and behavior (Fishel & Ramirez, 2005). One
component of parent involvement, tutoring students in a specific area such as reading,
math and spelling, was shown to be effective. The most positive results were yielded
from programs that targeted a single subject area such as reading or mathematics.
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In a review of 37 studies of parent involvement in pre-schools and elementary
schools, Henderson (1981) found the most positive results in carefully planned early
intervention programs designed to enrich the educational experiences of disadvantaged
children. After ten years, children in these programs were performing better academically
and socially than the comparison groups. Parent involvement was a common theme in all
of the studies and was considered to be a critical element to success. Further, the longer
and more intensely parents were involved, the better the outcomes for the children.
Educators should emphasize intentional literacy activities that engage parents in
their children’s reading acquisition. Literacy programs should include a strong parent
support component with strategies for parents to use to help their children learn to read.
When parents lack literacy skills, parent training programs can provide the means by
which they increase their own skills, making them better able to assist their children
(Darling & Westberg, 2004).
Investigations of direct and indirect effects of parent involvement on student
success in school have been done using causal modeling techniques and large
longitudinal databases. It has been demonstrated that parent involvement has a direct
significant effect on the grades of high school seniors (Fehrmann, Keith, & Reimers,
1987). Seven characteristics and behaviors of families were shown to be significantly
correlated with high-achieving students (Henderson & Berla, 1995). They include:
1. establishing a daily family routine by providing time and a quiet place to
study, including children in household chores, establishing strict times to go to
bed and awaken, and eating dinner together;
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2. monitoring out-of-school activities by setting limits on screen time, checking
on children when the parents are not at home, and arranging for supervision
and care during the time after school;
3. modeling the value of learning, self-discipline, and hard work by
communicating with children through frequent questioning and conversation,
demonstrating that achievement comes from working hard, and using reference
materials and the library;
4. expressing high but realistic standards for achievement by setting goals and
expectations that are appropriate for children’s level of maturity, identifying
and supporting special talents, and celebrating successes with friends and
family;
5. encouraging children’s development and progress in school by maintaining a
warm and supportive home environment, being aware of children’s progress at
school, assisting with homework, discussing the value of a good education and
career options, and communicating regularly with teachers and school staff;
6. demonstrating the value of reading, writing, and discussion among family
members by reading and discussing books and articles together, talking about
the day over dinner, telling stories and sharing problems, and writing letters,
lists, and messages; and
7. using resources in the community to meet family needs by enrolling in sports
programs, lessons, and classes, introducing children to role models and
mentors, and using community services.
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Eighth grade students from the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988
were utilized to determine if earlier findings would also be true of middle school students
and if the influence of parent involvement would be reflected in students’ grades and
standardized tests. This investigation showed that parent involvement has a powerful
effect on achievement in middle school, and this influence is independent of family
background. The effect of parent involvement crossed all subject areas and positively
impacted student performance on standardized achievement tests. The findings also
suggested a reciprocal effect. That is, it appeared that when students had higher
achievement, the result was greater parental involvement which led to even higher
academic performance.
Although the research suggests the immense value of parent involvement in
education, findings are unclear or incomplete regarding the particular types of
involvement that have the highest impact on student achievement and attainment of
proficiency on state standards.
Barriers to Parent Involvement
As educators have realized the importance of parent involvement to the success of
students, the difficulty of involving parents has been seen with greater clarity. It is
important for educators to realize that there are barriers to parent involvement that require
measures to eliminate them (Jesse, 1995). The quality of parental involvement should
improve as these barriers are recognized and addressed. Parents want their children to
succeed in school but do not always know how to assist or what constitutes readiness for
school.
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Teachers readily admit that they receive very little training, if any, through
teacher-preparation programs or professional development that helps them to involve
parents in the school (Ferrara & Ferrara, 2005). School environments that do not show
appreciation for, or knowledge of, the power of parent involvement might account for
this factor. Parents may not feel welcome in schools and classrooms or may not be
perceived by teachers to have the skills to work with their children at home, thus
forfeiting any possible positive effects on their child’s education (Swap, 1993). A shared
set of beliefs is critical to involving parents in schools. Liontos (1992) defined a set of
beliefs regarding the involvement of parents and families.
1. Just as all families have weaknesses, all families have strengths.
2. If taught, parents can learn new techniques.
3. Parents have important viewpoints concerning their children.
4. Regardless to what seems to be true, most parents care about their children.
5. Cultural variance is valid and valuable.
6. Family forms, although quite different from one another, exist and are
legitimate. (pp. 30-31)
One historical problem with parent involvement programs has been motivating
parents to get involved in their child’s school. When family resources are already
stretched thin, and schools do not appear to appreciate their contributions and hold them
in high regard, parents are reluctant to get involved (Henderson et al., 1986; Swap, 1993).
In single-parent families, or those in which both parents work, it is often impossible for
parents to attend school events. Further, when parents have financial pressures it is
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unlikely that they will hire a childcare provider and give up job hours in order to
volunteer at school.
Researchers (Nistler & Maiers, 2000) identified factors addressing parent
motivation to be involved in a family literacy program that were critical to the program’s
success. First, it was important to build a sense of community. By forming bonds with
other parents, adults were able to learn from them, share concerns and experiences and
celebrate successes together. Another crucial element was the role of the teacher. Parents
felt that the classroom was a supportive community and that they were working in
partnership with the teacher. Parents appreciated frequent communications from the
teacher, including concerns and positive messages. Another critical component to the
success of this program was consistent recruitment. Rather than advertising the family
literacy program once and being satisfied with the initial response, the teacher in charge
consistently recruited more families throughout the program. She encouraged their
involvement and made them aware of the value of their input. The variety of activities
that the parents were exposed to helped them understand how important their
contributions were to their child’s development of literacy, thus providing sufficient
motivation for them to continue.
Barriers to parent involvement can be overcome by creating various opportunities
for communication and increasing the quality of contacts with parents (Swap, 1987).
Schools should hold activities that promote good relationships. School personnel must
make a proactive effort to ensure that every parent’s first contact with the school is
positive in order to set the tone for the future. It is important the schools provide advance
notice of activities, offer incentives when possible and give parents a variety of ways to
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become involved. Most critically, every person in the school, from the principal to the
custodian, must display a welcoming and caring attitude.
Summary
The review of literature focused on the history of school assessment in the United
States, the importance of parent involvement to a child’s academic success and various
parent involvement models. The literature provides compelling evidence suggesting that
parents play a critical role in their children’s success in school. The research also
indicates that there is not one particular type of parent involvement that ensures student
success so schools should provide and encourage multiple avenues for parents to
contribute to the education of their children. Knowing more about the characteristics of
families with high-performing children provides schools with necessary information to
assist all families in creating homes that encourage and support education. Neither
educators nor families can do the job alone. Forming strong partnerships between home
and school is essential to the academic achievement of every child.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
With increasing accountability for student achievement on high-stakes
examinations, there is a need to accurately evaluate test preparation tools with respect to
the impact they have on student proficiency. This study evaluated the PSSA Parent
Partnership, a parent involvement program designed to increase student proficiency on
the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) in grades four through six.
Information was gathered through end-of-program surveys completed by parents,
students, and teachers, as well as weekly parent feedback forms completed throughout the
18-week program. Student PSSA scores were analyzed for all available previous years
for each student in order to provide a data profile as complete as possible for comparison
of past performance with proficiency after participation in the program. The PSSA Parent
Partnership program was evaluated in an effort to contribute to the dearth of research
literature pertaining to parent involvement programs designed specifically to increase
student proficiency on high-stakes state examinations.
Research Questions
The effectiveness of the PSSA Parent Partnership Program was evaluated by
answering several questions derived from the goals of the program. The goals were to
increase the students’ scaled scores and proficiency levels on the PSSA and to increase
communication between teachers and parents.
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1. How do different levels of participation in the parent involvement program, in
terms of frequency and duration, influence students’ performance on a state
examination?
a. Is there a relationship between the level of participation in the parent
involvement program and the students’ improvement over previous
years?
b. Does participation in the parent involvement program predict
proficiency or improvement on the state examination?
2. Did the parent involvement program promote more parent-student-teacher
communication?
a. Did parents’ perceived ability to help their children gain the essential
skills for success on the state examination change as a result of
participation in the parent involvement program?
b. Did the feedback forms from the parent involvement program give the
teachers more information to provide individual instruction targeting
areas of need?
c. Did students perceive that they were more prepared for the state
examination than in the past, as a result of participation in the parent
involvement program?
Question one and its sub-questions were intended to show whether or not the
PSSA Parent Partnership was effective in raising students’ scaled scores and proficiency
levels. The analysis determined if there was a relationship between the level of
participation in terms of the number of weeks and a scaled score increase or a proficiency
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level increase. Further, the analysis determined if the level of participation, in terms of
frequency and duration, was a predictor of increasing scaled scores and proficiency
levels.
Question two and its sub-questions were intended to show how the PSSA Parent
Partnership influenced communication between parents and students, parents and
teachers, and teachers and students. In addition to inspecting frequencies and percentages
to provide quantitative results, written comments from parents, students, and teachers
were used to provide a qualitative flavor.
The answers to these two questions and the sub-questions demonstrated to what
extent the PSSA Parent Partnership met its goals of increasing student proficiency on the
state examination and facilitating communication between school and home, and what
participation level in the program could be used to predict scaled scores or improvement
in proficiency level on the state examination.
Expected Results
It was expected that student proficiency on the PSSA would increase as a result of
participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership. Studies which examined numerous student
achievement factors point to the home environment as the most critical in determining a
child’s success in school (Teale & Sulzby, 1986; Wang et al., 1993). Parenting practices
and parent-child interactions were shown to be important factors in achievement of
academic proficiency (Dodici, et al.,, 2003; Heath, 1983).
It was also expected that the PSSA Parent Partnership would provide a vehicle for
more communication between the home and school. The results of this communication
would be an increase in parents’ perceived ability to assist their children in gaining the
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essential skills for success on the state examination. In addition, more information
provided by parents to teachers to help them to provide individual instruction targeting
areas of need and an increase in the students’ perceptions that they were more prepared
for the state examination than in the past as a result of more interaction with their parents
and teacher were also expected results.
Hypotheses
H 01

The level of participation in the parent involvement program had no
significant effect on the students’ improvement over previous years.

H 02

The level of participation in the parent involvement program is not a
predictor of proficiency or improvement on the state examination.

H 03

Involvement in the parent involvement program had no significant effect
on the parents’ perceived ability to help their children gain the essential
skills for success on the state examination.

H 04

The parent involvement program had no significant effect on the amount
of information that parents shared with teachers to provide individual
instruction targeting areas of need.

H 05

Participation in the parent involvement program had no significant effect
on students’ perceptions that they were more prepared for the state
examination than in the past.
Research Design

A mixed-methods study was conducted to determine the effectiveness of the
PSSA Parent Partnership, a parent involvement program designed to prepare fourth
through sixth grade students for the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment. Data for
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the study came from two sources: existing records in a school district and a teacher
survey. Several factors were examined using data that was collected by teachers
throughout the 18-week duration of the program along with student PSSA scores for all
available years. The study included three surveys. Two of the surveys, one for parents
and one for students, were administered by the teachers during the program. The third
survey, one for teachers, was developed and administered by the researcher as part of this
study. The study determined to what extent the parent involvement program met its goals
of increasing student proficiency on the state examination and facilitating communication
between school and home. Further, it was determined if the level of participation in the
program can be utilized to predict scaled scores or an increase in proficiency level on the
state examination.
Description of Parent Involvement Program
Recognizing the immense contributions that parents can make in the education of
their children, some schools have made concerted efforts to begin parent involvement
programs aimed at increasing student achievement in one or more academic areas. One
such program is the PSSA Parent Partnership. The PSSA Parent Partnership was created
out of the need to increase students’ proficiency on the Pennsylvania academic standards,
as measured by the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment. The purpose of the
PSSA Parent Partnership is to provide parents with the means to assist their child with
practicing the skills and formats tested on the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment
(PSSA). Each and every day, the teachers deliver the standards-based curriculum. They
are, however, limited by the length of the school day and the requirements of what they
must teach in the allotted time. By providing parents and students with short practice
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packets on a weekly basis, the PSSA Parent Partnership supplies targeted practice outside
of the regular school day.
The program was designed by a group of educators in a semi-rural western
Pennsylvania school district. Input was gathered from the elementary principals, all
elementary classroom teachers in grades three through six, special educators, the
superintendent, parent and student representatives, and the instruction committee of the
school board.
Several beliefs guided the program design. These beliefs were distilled through
the responses of all stakeholders, when they were asked what a program of assistance
with PSSA preparation would need to do to address their needs. First, students need
practice with the format of the PSSA. Some students have mastered the appropriate
content to be successful on the PSSA, but when faced with an exam that is in an
unfamiliar format, they demonstrate less than their best work. In many cases, students are
successful on classroom assessments, only to score below proficiency on the PSSA.
Second, students need short, but frequent, opportunities to practice the skills that will be
tested on the PSSA. Frequent review of the concepts that will be tested on the PSSA will
ensure that students have the best opportunity for mastery of the skills by the spring
testing date. Third, parents want to assist their children but many do not know how to
accomplish this successfully. In this era of high-stakes testing, most parents want their
children to be successful. Unfortunately, many parents are not familiar with the PSSA
content or format and therefore are unable to provide targeted practice. Fourth, teachers
need to know the areas in which each individual student is struggling in order to address
specific needs. It was clear that to embark on a successful academic parent involvement
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program, there would need to be a communication link between the parents and the
teacher. This would allow a systematic way for parents to inform the teacher regarding
the progress of the student on work completed at home.
The packets, available in both paper and online forms, were based on the anchors
and eligible content available on the Pennsylvania Department of Education website.
There were 18 packets for each of the three grade levels, which provided practice in the
content and formats of the PSSA. Six packets targeted reading skills, and twelve packets
targeted mathematics skills. Each packet contained a short set of mathematics multiple
choice problems, a reading passage or passages with multiple choice questions, or openended items for reading or mathematics that required the student to provide a written
response. Each packet also contained an answer key, with explanations and writing
samples demonstrating both proficient and non-proficient responses, in order to assist the
parent in determining the child’s progress and proficiency.
All parents of students in grades four through six were invited to participate in the
PSSA Parent Partnership. The program was introduced to families in a letter from the
coordinator of curriculum and instruction on November 9, 2007 (Appendix D). This letter
described the program and its purpose and invited parents to attend a workshop for more
information and training. Specific information for parents was given for each packet, and
a website was created to provide them with further information to aide in assisting their
children. The information session for parents was held on November 19, 2007.
Over the course of the 18-week program, from November 19, 2007 through
March 14, 2008, students practiced multiple choice and open-ended questions in both
reading and mathematics. Parents were able to validate the child’s answers by comparing
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with the key, step-by-step problem-solving guides and writing samples. Parents were
encouraged to keep the packets for further study and review with their children. Each
packet had a response form to be returned to the teacher, to provide feedback on areas of
further need. The form also indicated if and how the parent assisted the child and how
many minutes were spent on the packet. This consistent weekly feedback provided
information to the teacher so that targeted assistance could be given individually or in
small groups to students who required extra assistance. This information could also help
the district to discover weaknesses in the curriculum that require correction.
Participants
The population for this study included all students in grades four through six from
the four elementary schools in a western Pennsylvania school district of about 2800 total
students. The PSSA Parent Partnership program was designed specifically for the
elementary grades, three through six, in which students take the PSSA. Although students
begin taking the PSSA in third grade, this group was not included in the study since there
was no comparison data from previous years. The test group, comprised of the students
who self-selected to take part in the PSSA Parent Partnership, was compared to those
who did not. Of the 509 potential participants, 267 students participated in the program
and 242 did not. There was no official method for families to indicate that they would
participate so participants were identified as students who returned at least one feedback
form during the program. Non-participants comprise the control group. The sample was
chosen in this manner to enable all families that wanted to participate in the program to
do so.
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The school district in which this study was conducted is in a semi-rural
community situated northeast of the city of Pittsburgh. The school district encompasses
82 square miles, and consists of four elementary schools, one junior high, and one senior
high school. The district employs 256 teachers, with more than 75% holding advanced
degrees, and 30% holding multiple certifications. The total population of the district is
approximately 32,000.
The town is home to a large university in the State System of Higher
Education. More than 14,000 students are enrolled in undergraduate and graduate
programs. The university is the area’s largest employer and its presence in the community
offers accessibility to many educational, cultural, and recreational opportunities exclusive
to a university town. The local hospital is the community's second largest employer and
serves as a full-service healthcare provider. Several decades ago, the area was a booming
industrial and agricultural center, with several factories, coal mines, and large family
farms. Those opportunities for employment exist only on a limited basis today, giving
way to more service-sector jobs. Twenty-five percent of the district’s students receive
free or reduced lunch.
In the past several years, the district's exemplary academic program has
continually been recognized by the Pennsylvania Department of Education and the
United States Department of Education. These recognitions include: achieving AYP
(Adequate Yearly Progress) on the Pennsylvania System of School Achievement state
tests; narrowing the achievement gap for lower socio-economic students; being in the top
10% of 616 Pennsylvania high schools on the SAT test; and achieving a high success rate
on competitive federal and state grant applications submitted.
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Instrumentation
Several instruments were included in the development of the PSSA Parent
Partnership. Because feedback from parents was a critical component, the Weekly Parent
Feedback Form (Appendix A) was utilized by teachers to gather information that would
allow them to provide targeted assistance to each child. Throughout the program,
feedback was collected weekly from parents regarding the frequency and duration of
participation. Parents were asked to report the number of minutes the child worked on the
packets each week. In addition, the type of parent involvement and areas of need were
noted on the feedback form. The form requested that parents indicate the specific
category in which their involvement fell, such as working one-on-one with their child,
checking over their child’s work upon completion or no direct involvement beyond
ensuring completion. These forms will be utilized by the researcher to gather the data
needed to evaluate the effectiveness of the program.
Two surveys (Appendix B), one for parents and one for students, were developed
as part of the program. The surveys were sent home and then collected by the teachers
during the last week of the program, March 24 – 31, 2008. Parents and students were
surveyed with multiple choice and open-ended questions to determine their perceptions
and to gain their feedback on strengths and needs of the program. Data gathered from
these surveys provided information to the researcher regarding students’ and parents’
perceptions of the program.
One additional survey (Appendix C) was developed by the researcher and was
administered to teachers during the course of the study. It was intended to elicit the
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teachers’ perceptions of the program, in order to give an accurate portrait of all
participants’ perspectives.
Procedures
Since the PSSA Parent Partnership provided practice in both reading and
mathematics, the study examined each of these subjects separately. The maximum
number of weeks of participation in mathematics was twelve and in reading was six.
The research questions were answered through the analysis of several data
sources. The existing records utilized consisted of student PSSA scores and documents
that were produced as part of the program. The documents included parent and student
surveys and weekly parent feedback forms. An assistant removed all identifying
information on these documents in order to maintain family anonymity to the researcher.
In addition to the existing documents, a survey of the teachers involved in the program
was conducted by the researcher.
Information from PSSA reports provided the quantitative data to determine the
scaled scores and increases in proficiency levels. Parent, student, and teacher surveys
provided qualitative data regarding perceptions of the program and quantitative data for
the frequency and duration of participation in the program.
Longitudinal PSSA data for the three grade levels involved in the PSSA Parent
Partnership was collected into one spreadsheet by an assistant. There were four years of
data for the sixth grade students, three years of data for the fifth grade students, and two
years of data for the fourth grade students. Parent feedback forms were used to determine
which families participated in the program. This information was also coded on the
spreadsheet. For each of the 18 weeks of the program the number of minutes the
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participants reported spending on the packets was recorded along with the total number
of weeks of participation in each subject area and overall. Student names were replaced
by a code on the spreadsheet and on the parent feedback forms.
The teacher survey was developed by the researcher to gather information related
to the teachers’ perspectives of the parent involvement program. Teachers were asked to
share their experiences with the program in terms of interactions with parents and
students, as well as the strengths and needs that they perceived while using the program.
The 30 teachers involved in the program received a letter of introduction
describing the survey via email from the researcher. The Consent to Participate in a
Research Study form and the survey were delivered to the teachers by the secretary in
their building. Two envelopes were provided to each teacher for the separate return of the
consent form and the survey. The envelope for the consent form was addressed to the
researcher’s assistant in order to maintain anonymity to the researcher. The survey
envelope was addressed to the researcher.
Data collected on the surveys was compiled to determine descriptive statistics,
such as frequencies and percentages. In addition, teachers’ written responses were used to
provide part of the qualitative piece of the study.
Variables
Independent Variables
The independent variables used in the repeated measures ANOVA were
participation and time. There were four levels of the between variable of participation:
none, minimal, average, above average. The fourth grade group had two levels of the

54

within variable of time, the fifth grade group had three levels and the sixth grade group
had four. The four levels of participation were also used in the chi-square test.
The independent variables used in the regression were participation in the PSSA
Parent Partnership, the weeks of participation in each of the subjects and the total number
of minutes that students reported working on the packets. Participation was reported as
“1” for yes or “0” for no. The level of participation was reported as a number from zero
to three, with “0” representing no participation in either of the subjects, “1” representing
one to three weeks for math and one to two weeks for reading, “2” representing four to
eight weeks for math and three to four weeks for reading and “3 representing nine to
twelve weeks for math and five to six weeks for reading. The number of weeks of
participation was reported as a number, zero through six for reading and zero through 12
for math. The number of minutes was the sum of minutes reported on the weekly
feedback forms for each of the subjects.
Dependent Variables
The dependent variables in this study were the PSSA scaled scores and increase in
proficiency level. Analyses were conducted both with scaled scores and with proficiency
levels since it is possible for a student to demonstrate a dramatic increase in score without
moving to the next proficiency level. PSSA scaled scores were used in the repeated
measures ANOVA and in the multiple regression. Improvement in PSSA proficiency
level was used in the chi-square and logistic regression. Improvement was reported as “1”
for yes or “0” for no.
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Analysis
Several analyses were conducted using the data provided by the parent feedback
forms and PSSA results. Data analysis procedures included repeated-measures ANOVA,
multiple and logistic regressions, and chi-square tests. Descriptive statistics were utilized
where appropriate to describe frequencies, percentages and means. The analyses for each
question are described below.
Question 1. Influence of different levels of participation
The analyses of data to answer the two parts of question one demonstrated the
relationship between the level of involvement in the program and the students’
improvement over past years, as well determined if the level of participation predicted
proficiency or improvement. Since the major goal of the PSSA Parent partnership is to
increase proficiency on the PSSA, these were the most critical analyses of this study.
Question 1a. Relationship between participation level and improvement
In order to ascertain if there was a relationship between the level of participation
in the parent involvement program and the students’ improvement on the PSSA over
previous years, a repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted
separately for reading and mathematics for each of the grade levels. The independent
between variable of participation had four levels: none, minimal, average and above
average. The fourth grade group had two levels for the independent within variable of
time, the fifth grade group had three levels, and the sixth grade group had four levels. The
dependent variable was the students’ scaled scores on the PSSA. The ANOVA was run
once for the entire population with two levels of time, and once for each grade level.
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To ascertain if there was a relationship between the level of participation and an
increase in proficiency level on PSSA, chi-square tests were run for the group as a whole
and for each grade level. Levels of participation and increase in proficiency levels were
utilized in the crosstabulation. If the chi-square test showed a relationship between the
level of participation and an increase in PSSA proficiency level, then the contingency
coefficient was used to determine the magnitude of the relationship.
Question 1b. Prediction of proficiency or improvement
A multiple regression analysis was conducted separately with the reading and
math data sets to determine if the level of participation in the parent involvement program
is a predictor of scaled score. Logistic regression was used to determine if the level of
participation is a predictor of proficiency level improvement on the state examination.
The three independent variables utilized in the models were participation in the PSSA
Parent Partnership, the number of weeks of participation and the total number of minutes
of participation. The dependent variable was the PSSA scaled scores in the multiple
regression and an increase in proficiency level in the logistic regression. The table of
correlations was used to determine the relationship between the scaled scores and each of
the independent variables, as well as the relationships among the independent variables.
Ideally, the independent variables would not be related to each other, in order to
maximize their contribution to the prediction of the scaled scores. When significant ttests were revealed in the analyses, standardized coefficients were examined for the
relative contribution of each predictor variable.
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Question 2. Parent-student-teacher communication
Responses on the parent, student and teacher surveys assisted in answering the
three parts of question two to determine if the parent involvement program promoted
more parent-student-teacher communication. Since more communication was one of the
goals of the program, it was essential that this question be examined.
Question 2a. Parents’ perceptions
The parent survey instrument was used to determine if parents’ perceived ability
to help their children gain the essential skills for success on the state examination
changed as a result of participation in the parent involvement program. Specifically,
question number three provided examples that would indicate an increase in their
perceived ability to help their children: 1) I was better able to assist my child in preparing
for the format of the PSSA; 2) I was better able to target the essential skills that would be
tested on the PSSA; 3) I had more communication with my child’s teacher regarding
areas of academic need; and 4) my child became better prepared to take the PSSA exam.
Descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, and means were obtained.
Answers to open-ended questions provided more insight into parents’ perceptions as well,
giving qualitative data to be reported.
Question 2b. Teachers’ perceptions
The teacher survey instrument provided data indicating whether or not the weekly
feedback forms returned by the parents gave the teachers more information to provide
individual instruction targeting areas of need for the students. Specifically, question one
required a yes or no response to: The Weekly Parent Feedback Forms provided me with
more information from parents than I would have received otherwise. Question two asked
58

whether or not the information provided by parents was useful, for the most part.
Question three allowed teachers to indicate all of the following that applied: 1) I was
better able to prepare the students for the kinds of problems on the PSSA; 2) I was better
able to target skills that would be tested on the PSSA; 3) I communicated more with
parents; and 4) I assisted students on a more individual basis targeting particular needs.
Frequencies, percentages, and means were obtained where appropriate, and answers to
open-ended questions provided more information from the teachers’ perspectives.
Question 2c. Students’ perceptions
Question three on the student survey instrument was used to determine if students
perceived that they were more prepared for the state examination than in the past as a
result of participation in the parent involvement program. Students indicated all of the
following that they perceive as applicable to themselves: 1) I was better able to prepare
for the kinds of problems on the PSSA; 2) I was better able to work on skills that would
be tested on the PSSA; 3) My teacher helped me with problems I didn’t understand; and
4) I was better prepared to take the PSSA exam. Frequencies and percentages were
obtained, and the students’ perspectives were described by the answers to their openended questions.
Summary
Because of ever-increasing accountability for student achievement on high-stakes
examinations, it is necessary to evaluate test preparation programs to determine their
impact on student proficiency. This study evaluated the PSSA Parent Partnership by
analyzing PSSA scores for all available previous years for each student, in order to
provide as complete of a data profile as possible for comparison of past performance with
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proficiency after participation in the program. Further, parent, teacher, and student
surveys provided insight into perceptions regarding the program and any increase in
communication it facilitated.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The primary purpose of this mixed-methods study was to demonstrate the
relationship between the level of involvement in the PSSA Parent Partnership program
and the students’ improvement on the PSSA over past years, as well as to determine if
participation predicted scaled score or improvement in proficiency level. In addition, the
study sought to determine if the parent involvement program promoted more parentstudent-teacher communication. This chapter will discuss the findings related to each of
the research hypotheses:
H 01

The level of participation in the parent involvement program had no
significant effect on the students’ improvement over previous years.

H 02

The level of participation in the parent involvement program is not a
predictor of proficiency or improvement on the state examination.

H 03

Involvement in the parent involvement program had no significant effect
on the parents’ perceived ability to help their children gain the essential
skills for success on the state examination

H 04

The parent involvement program had no significant effect on the amount
of information that parents shared with teachers to provide individual
instruction targeting areas of need.

H 05

Participation in the parent involvement program had no significant effect
on students’ perceptions that they were more prepared for the state
examination than in the past.
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The Influences of Different Levels of Participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership
The first null hypothesis states that the level of participation in the parent
involvement program had no significant effect on the students’ improvement over
previous years. In order to test this hypothesis, repeated-measures ANOVAs were
conducted with students who were in grades four, five, and six during the administration
of the 2008 PSSA. The first ANOVA used the entire group of students, with two years of
PSSA scaled scores for mathematics. The other ANOVAs were conducted on each of the
grade levels separately. The sixth grade group had four years of scaled scores, the fifth
grade group had three years of scores, and the fourth grade group had two. This process
was then repeated using the PSSA scaled scores for reading, for a total of eight
ANOVAs.
Next, the chi square statistic was calculated for the entire group and each grade
level for both reading and math. Level of participation in the program in terms of weeks
and whether or not there was an increase in the PSSA proficiency level were used in the
crosstabulation. A total of eight chi square statistics were calculated along with the
accompanying crosstabulations.
Grades Four through Six Mathematics
The population for this study consisted of the 509 students in grades four, five,
and six in 2008 who had PSSA scores in both 2007 and 2008. There were 260 students
who participated in the mathematics portion of the PSSA Parent Partnership and 249 who
did not. A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the entire group of students,
with the two years of PSSA mathematics scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled
scores by time and participation level in the math program are presented in Table 3. An
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examination of the 2007 mean scaled scores, received prior to the implementation of the
program, indicates that students who chose to participate in the program had a mean
score of 1383.47, while those who did not participate had a mean score of 1361.08, a
difference of 22.39 points. A t-test revealed that these means are not significantly
different, t(248) = -1.598, p = .111. Therefore, the assumption was made that the
participant and non-participant groups were equivalent in mathematics proficiency when
the program began.

Table 3
Comparison of Means Based on Math Participation Level, Grades Four – Six
N

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

Difference

None (0 weeks)

249

1361.08

1397.15

36.07

Total (participants only)

260

1383.47

1498.04

114.57

Minimal (1-3 weeks)

142

1384.65

1454.64

69.99

Average (4-8 weeks)

90

1381.77

1535.61

153.84

Above Average (9-12 weeks)

28

1383.00

1597.39

214.39

509

1372.52

1448.69

76.17

Total (all students)

As shown in Table 4, there was a significant main effect for time when inspecting
the PSSA mean scores for 2007 and 2008 for the entire group of students, F (1, 505) =
262.67, p<.001. To clarify, there is a significant difference in the scores from 2007 to
2008, and Table 3 verifies that the mean score increased for the group consisting of all
students. In addition, there was a significant main effect for the participation level in the
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math program, F(3, 505) = 5.00, p=.002. This demonstrates that there is a significant
difference in the scores when combined across the two occasions, depending on the level
of participation in the math program. Levene’s test of equality of error variances was
violated, so the Games-Howell post hoc test was used to examine the mean differences in
the scaled scores between each pair of participation levels. The test revealed that the
mean differences were significant between non-participants and those students who
participated for 4-8 weeks (p=.001). Finally, there was a significant interaction between
time and the level of participation in the math program, F(3, 505) = 33.42, p<.001. The
profile plot (Figure 1) demonstrates that the mean scores during the 2007 PSSA
mathematics administration ranged between 1361 and 1384. Even without interventions,
it could be expected that students’ scores would improve during the next testing period,
due to multiple factors such as maturation and participation in higher-level coursework.
The plot bears out this assumption, showing a slight increase in the mean score for
students who did not participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership. However, for those
students who did participate, the mean scores improved more than the non-participants,
and by a larger margin as the level of participation increased.
The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the math
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
5). The probability that the proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very low,
x2(3, n = 509) =96.74, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between
participation in the math program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency
coefficient, which is a type of correlation coefficient, was calculated. The contingency
coefficient of .400 with p<.001 demonstrated a moderate positive relationship. An
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inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table 6, revealed that participation in the
math program contributed positively to the magnitude of the relationship between the
variables. For example, in the group containing no participants, only 16.1% of the
students increased their proficiency level. However, in the average participation group,
62.2% of the students increased their proficiency level; and in the above average
participation group, 71.4% of the students increased their proficiency level. Of the 260
students who participated in the math program, 107 students, or over 41%, increased their
proficiency level. This information strengthens the conclusion that it is unlikely the PSSA
proficiency level increases were due to chance.

Table 4
ANOVA Summary Table, Grades Four – Six Math
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level
Error

1287968.90

3

429322.97

43324296.47 505

85790.69

5.00 .002

Within
Time
Time * Participation Level
Error (Time)

1943264.34

1

1943264.34

262.67 .000

741820.54

3

247273.51

33.42 .000

3736018.52 505

7398.06
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Figure 1. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grades Four – Six Math

Table 5
Chi Square Table, Grades Four – Six Math
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

df
96.74

Contingency Coefficient

.400

66

p
3

.000
.000

Table 6
Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grades Four – Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-3 weeks)
Average
(4-8 weeks)
Above Average
(9-12 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

83.9

16.1

100.0

41.1

7.9

48.9

% within participation
level
% of total

78.2

21.8

100.0

21.8

6.1

27.9

% within participation
level
% of total

37.8

62.2

100.0

6.7

11.0

17.7

% within participation
level
% of total

28.6

71.4

100.0

1.6

3.9

5.5

% within participation
level
% of total

71.1

28.9

100.0

71.1

28.9

100.0

Grade Six Mathematics
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the sixth grade students, with
four years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores by participation
level and time are presented in Table 7. An examination of the 2007 mean scaled scores
received prior to the implementation of the program shows that students who chose to
participate in the program had a mean score of 1485.45 while those who did not
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participate had a mean score of 1385.04, a difference of 100.41 points. A t-test revealed
that these means are significantly different, t(122) = -5.368, p < .001, so the assumption
is made that the participant group had higher proficiency in mathematics in 2007 than the
non-participant group. Further inquiry into student and family motivation to participate in
the program could explain this difference. Sphericity was evaluated using Mauchly’s test
which showed that the assumption was violated (p=.001). The Greenhouse-Geisser
adjustment was used when interpreting the ANOVA results, and the degrees of freedom,
mean square, and significance were adjusted accordingly for the within factor and the
error. Levene’s test of equality of error variances was satisfied.

Table 7
Comparison of Means Based on Math Participation Level, Grade Six
N
123

2005
Mean
1356.06

2006
Mean
1373.70

2007
Mean
1385.04

2008
Mean
1419.29

Total (participants only)

51

1453.94

1421.69

1485.45

1542.24

Minimal (1-3 weeks)

32

1459.19

1429.47

1465.63

1513.53

Average (4-8 weeks)

14

1443.29

1394.07

1502.50

1549.14

5

1450.20

1449.20

1564.60

1706.60

174

1384.75

1387.76

1414.47

1455.33

None (0 weeks)

Above Average (9-12 weeks)
Total (all students)

As shown in Table 8, there was a significant main effect for time when inspecting
the PSSA scores for 2005 through 2008 for the sixth grade students, F(2.77, 470.44) =
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21.24, p < .001. To clarify, there was a significant difference in the scores measured
across the four years, and Table 7 verifies that the mean score for the group containing all
students increased from each year to the next. Pairwise comparisons based on estimated
marginal means revealed significant differences between each pair of years, except 2005
and 2006 (p=.007 for 2005 to 2007, and p<.001 for all other significant pairs.) In
addition, there was a significant main effect for the participation level in the math
program, F(3,170) = 2.80, p = .042. This demonstrates that there is a significant
difference in the scores when combined across the four occasions depending on the level
of participation in the math program. However, the Tukey post-hoc test did not reveal any
significant differences. Finally, there was a significant interaction between time and the
level of participation in the math program, F(8.30, 470.44) = 2.90, p = 003. The profile
plot (Figure 2) demonstrates that the mean scores during the 2005 PSSA mathematics
administration ranged between 1356 and 1459. Even without interventions, it could be
expected that students’ scores would improve or fluctuate over the next testing periods.
The plot bears out this assumption, showing some increases and some decreases in the
mean scores during the years when there was no intervention with the PSSA Parent
Partnership. After participation at a minimal or average level, the mean math PSSA score
rose by over ten points more than the score for non-participants did. However, for those
students who participated at an above average level, the mean scores improved
dramatically by 142 points.
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Table 8
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Six Math
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

2.80

.042

Between
Participation Level

1328804.29

3

442934.76

26874445.02

170

158084.97

Time

578066.73

2.77*

208892.56*

21.24

.000*

Time * Participation

237059.57

8.30*

28554.94*

2.90

.003*

4626821.02

470.44*

9835.10*

Error
Within

Level
Error (Time)

Note.* Adjustments made using the Greenhouse-Geisser technique.
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Figure 2. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Six Math

The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the math
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
9). The results were not significant, x2(3, n =174) =1.93, p=.586. To show the strength of
the relationship between participation in the math program and increasing proficiency
level, the contingency coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient of .105
demonstrated a weak relationship, which is consistent with the non-significant results.
The crosstabulation, shown in Table 10, provides evidence of the low percentage of sixth
graders who participated in the mathematics program. With limited data, it is difficult to
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draw a meaningful conclusion that increases in proficiency levels were due to
participation in the program.

Table 9
Chi Square Table, Grade Six Math
Value

df

Pearson Chi-Square

1.93

Contingency Coefficient

.105

72

p
3

.586
.586

Table 10
Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-3 weeks)
Average
(4-8 weeks)
Above Average
(9-12 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

71.3

28.7

100.0

55.7

22.4

78.2

% within participation
level
% of total

68.2

31.8

100.0

8.6

4.0

12.6

% within participation
level
% of total

40.0

60.0

100.0

2.3

3.4

5.7

% within participation
level
% of total

83.3

16.7

100.0

2.9

0.6

3.4

% within participation
level
% of total

69.55

30.5

100.0

69.5

30.5

100.0

Grade Five Mathematics
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the fifth grade group of
students using three years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores
by participation level and time are presented in Table 11. An examination of the 2007
mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the implementation of the program,
shows that students who chose to participate in the program had a mean score of 1386.40
while those who did not participate had a mean score of 1369.81, a difference of 16.59
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points. A t-test revealed that this difference is not significant, t(63) = -.518, p = .607,
supporting the assumption that the participant and non-participant groups were equivalent
in mathematics proficiency in 2007. Sphericity was evaluated using Mauchly’s test which
showed that the assumption was violated (p<.001). However, no adjustments were made,
since the F and p values for Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh-Feldt were identical to the
values when sphericity is assumed.
As shown in Table 12, there was a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores for 2006 through 2008 for the group containing all students,
F (1, 156) = 57.92, p<.001. For clarification, there is a significant difference in the scores
measured across the three years, and Table 11 verifies that the mean score for the group
containing all students increased from 2006 to 2008 and from 2007 to 2008, although it
did not increase from 2006 to 2007. There was not a significant main effect for the
participation level in the math program, F(3, 156) = 1.59, p = .195. This demonstrates
that there was not a significant difference in the scores when combined across the three
occasions depending on the level of participation in the math program. Finally, there was
a significant interaction between time and the level of participation in the math program,
F(3, 156) = 7.26, p<.001. The profile plot (Figure 3) demonstrates that the mean scores
during the 2006 PSSA mathematics administration ranged between 1372 and 1416.
Without interventions, it could be expected that students’ scores would increase or
fluctuate over the next testing periods. The plot bears out this assumption, showing a
decrease in all mean scores for the 2007 test when there was no intervention with the
PSSA Parent Partnership, and showing an increase for the non-participants in 2008. After
participation at a minimal level, the mean math PSSA score rose by 28 points more than
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the score for non-participants did. However, for those students who participated at an
average or above average level, the mean scores improved dramatically by 170 and 223
points respectively.
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Table 11
Comparison of Means Based on Math Participation Level, Grade Five
N

2006 Mean

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

None (0 weeks)

64

1372.86

1369.81

1416.83

Total (participants only)

96

1397.07

1386.40

1520.45

Minimal (1-3 weeks)

44

1382.98

1365.00

1440.32

Average (4-8 weeks)

39

1406.59

1406.41

1576.95

Above Average (9-12 weeks)

13

1416.23

1398.77

1622.15

160

1387.39

1379.76

1479.00

Total (all students)

Table 12
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Five Math
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level

636172.55

3

212057.52

20854764.92

156

133684.39

Time

809323.41

1

Time * Participation Level

304332.13
2179850.86

Error

1.59

.195

809323.41

57.92

.000

3

101444.04

7.26

.000

156

13973.40

Within

Error (Time)
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Figure 3. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Five Math

The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the math
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
13). The probability that proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very low, x2
(3,160) = 57.38, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between participation in
the math program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency coefficient was
calculated. The contingency coefficient of .514 with p<.001 demonstrated a moderate
positive relationship.
An inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table 14, revealed that
participation in the math program contributed positively to the magnitude of the
relationship between the variables. For example, in the group containing no participants,
only 10.9% of the students increased their proficiency level. However, in both the
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average and above average participation groups, 76.9% of the students increased their
proficiency level. Of the 96 fifth graders who participated in the math program, 58
students, or over 53%, increased their proficiency level. Therefore the conclusion can be
made that it is unlikely that the PSSA proficiency level increases were due to chance.

Table 13
Chi Square Table, Grade Five Math
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

57.38

Contingency Coefficient

.514

78

df
3

p
.000
.000

Table 14
Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Five
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-3 weeks)
Average
(4-8 weeks)
Above Average
(9-12 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

89.1

10.9

100.0

35.6

4.4

40.0

% within participation
level
% of total

75.0

25.0

100.0

20.6

6.9

27.5

% within participation
level
% of total

23.1

76.9

100.0

5.6

18.8

24.4

% within participation
level
% of total

23.1

76.9

100.0

1.9

6.3

8.1

% within participation
level
% of total

63.8

36.3

100.0

63.8

36.3

100.0

Grade Four Mathematics
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the fourth grade group of
students, using two years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores
by participation level and time are presented in Table 15. An examination of the 2007
mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the implementation of the program,
shows that students who chose to participate in the program had a mean score of 1334.96,
while those who did not participate had a mean score of 1304.52, a difference of 30.44
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points. A t-test revealed that these means were not significantly different, t(61) = -1.194,
p = .237. Thus, the assumption is made that the participant and non-participant groups
were equivalent in mathematics proficiency in 2007.
As shown in Table 16, there was a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores for 2007 and 2008 for the fourth grade students, F(1,171) =
142.20, p<.001. In other words, there is a significant difference in the scores from 2007
to 2008, and Table 15 verifies that the scores increased. There was also a significant main
effect for the participation level in the math program, F(3,171) = 2.82, p=.040. This
demonstrates that there is a significant difference in the scores when combined across the
two occasions, depending on the level of participation in the math program. Finally, there
was a significant interaction between time and the level of participation in the math
program, F(3,171) = 20.62, p<.001. The profile plot (Figure 4) demonstrates that the
mean scores during the 2007 PSSA mathematics administration ranged between 1271 and
1358. Even without interventions, it could be expected that students’ scores would
increase or fluctuate during the next testing period. The plot bears out this assumption,
showing a small increase of 28 points in the mean score for the 2008 test for the nonparticipant group. However, there were dramatic increases in the mean scores at every
participation level after participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, with higher gains
realized at the higher levels of participation. At the minimal, average, and above average
participation levels, the mean math PSSA score rose by 77, 176, and 238 points
respectively.
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Table 15
Comparison of Means Based on Math Participation Level, Grade Four
N

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

Difference

62

1304.52

1332.92

28.4

Total (participants only)

113

1334.96

1459.06

124.1

Minimal (1-3 weeks)

66

1358.48

1435.64

77.16

Average (4-8 weeks)

37

1310.11

1486.92

176.81

Above Average (9-12 weeks)

10

1271.70

1510.60

238.9

175

1324.8

1414.37

89.57

None (0 weeks)

Total (all students)

Table 16
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Four Math
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level

491690.00

3

163896.67

9927695.67

171

58056.70

Time

858195.75

1

Time * Participation Level

373337.71
1032032.99

Error

2.82

.040

858195.75

142.20

.000

3

124445.90

20.62

.000

171

6035.28

Within

Error (Time)
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Figure 4. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Four Math

The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the math
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
17). The probability that the proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very
low, x2(3,175) = 54.48, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between
participation in the math program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency
coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient of .487 with p<.001 demonstrated
a moderate positive relationship.
An inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table 18, revealed that
participation in the math program contributed positively to the magnitude of the
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relationship between the variables. For example, in the group containing no participants,
only 9.7% of the students increased their proficiency level. However, in the average
participation group, 62.2% of the students increased their proficiency level; and in the
above average participation group, 100% of the students increased their proficiency level.
Of the 113 fourth graders who participated in the math program, 48 students, or over
42%, increased their proficiency level. Therefore the conclusion can be made that it is
unlikely that the PSSA proficiency level increases were due to chance.

Table 17
Chi Square Table, Grade Four Math
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

df
54.48

Contingency Coefficient

.487

83

p
3

.000
.000

Table 18
Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Four
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-3 weeks)
Average
(4-8 weeks)
Above Average
(9-12 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

90.3

9.7

100.0

32.0

3.4

35.4

% within participation
level
% of total

77.3

22.7

100.0

29.1

8.6

37.7

% within participation
level
% of total

37.8

62.2

100.0

8.0

13.1

21.1

% within participation
level
% of total

0.0

100.0

100.0

0.0

5.7

5.7

% within participation
level
% of total

69.1

30.9

100.0

69.1

30.9

100.0

Grades Four through Six Reading
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the entire group of fourth,
fifth, and sixth grade students, using two years of PSSA reading scaled scores. The means
for the scaled scores by participation level and time are presented in Table 19. An
examination of the 2007 mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the
implementation of the program, shows that students who chose to participate in the
program had a mean score of 1375.81, while those who did not participate had a mean
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score of 1328.02, a difference of 47.79 points. A t-test revealed that these means are
significantly different, t(318) = -4.231, p < .001, so the assumption is made that the
participant group had a higher proficiency in reading in 2007 than the non-participant
group. Further inquiry into student and family motivation to participate in the program
could explain this difference.

Table 19
Comparison of Means Based on Reading Participation Level, Grades Four – Six
N

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

Difference

None (0 weeks)

318

1328.02

1341.49

13.47

Total (participants only)

191

1375.81

1440.60

64.79

Minimal (1-2 weeks)

106

1374.54

1392.66

18.12

Average (3-4 weeks)

58

1359.79

1493.02

133.23

Above Average (5-6 weeks)

27

1415.19

1516.22

101.03

509

1345.95

1378.68

32.73

Total (all students)

As shown in Table 20, there was a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores for 2007 and 2008 for all students, F(1, 505) = 75.61, p<.001.
In other words, there is a significant difference in the scores from 2007 to 2008, and
Table 19 verifies that the scores increased. In addition, there was a significant main effect
for the participation level in the math program, F (3, 505) = 7.84, p<.001. This
demonstrates that there is a significant difference in the scores when combined across the
two occasions, depending on the level of participation in the reading program. Levene’s
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test of equality of error variances was violated, so the Games-Howell post hoc test was
used to examine the mean differences in the scaled scores between each pair of
participation levels. It was found that the mean differences were significant between nonparticipants and those students who participated at the average or above average
participation level (p=.001).
Finally, there was a significant interaction between time and the level of
participation in the reading program, F(3, 505) = 20.32, p<.001. The profile plot (Figure
5) demonstrates that the mean scores during the 2007 PSSA mathematics administration
ranged between 1328 and 1415. Even without interventions, it could be expected that
students’ scores would improve during the next testing period, due to multiple factors
such as maturation and participation in higher-level coursework. The plot bears out this
assumption, showing a slight increase in the 2008 mean score for students who did not
participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership. However, for those students who did
participate, the mean scores improved more than the non-participants, with the average
participation group showing an increase of 133 points and the above average grouping
having an increase of 101 points.
The qui-square statistic was significant for the level of participation in the reading
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
21). The probability that proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very low, x2
(3, n = 509) = 69.52, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between
participation in the reading program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency
coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient of .347 with p<.001 demonstrated
a weak significant relationship. An inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table
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22, revealed that participation in the reading program contributed positively to the
magnitude of the relationship between the variables. For example, in the group containing
no participants, only 17.6% of the students increased their proficiency level. However, in
the average participation group, 60.3% of the students increased their proficiency level;
and in the above average participation group, 63.0% of the students increased their
proficiency level. Of the 191 students who participated in the reading program, 73
students, or almost 40%, increased their proficiency level. Therefore the conclusion can
be made that it is unlikely that the PSSA proficiency level increases were due to chance.

Table 20
ANOVA Summary Table, Grades Four – Six Reading
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level

1632763.16

3

544254.39

35079409.16

505

69464.18

Time

528571.79

1

Time * Participation Level

426160.47
3530365.82

Error

7.84

.000

528571.79

75.61

.000

3

142053.49

20.32

.000

505

6990.82

Within

Error (Time)
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Figure 5. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grades Four – Six
Reading

Table 21
Chi Square Table, Grades Four – Six Reading
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

df
69.52

Contingency Coefficient

.347

88

p
3

.000
.000

Table 22
Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grades Four – Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-2 weeks)
Average
(3-4 weeks)
Above Average
(5-6 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

82.4

17.6

100.0

51.5

11.0

62.5

% within participation
level
% of total

80.2

19.8

100.0

16.7

4.1

20.8

% within participation
level
% of total

39.7

60.3

100.0

4.5

6.9

11.4

% within participation
level
% of total

37.0

63.0

100.0

2.0

3.3

5.3

% within participation
level
% of total

74.7

25.3

100.0

74.7

25.3

100.0

Grade Six Reading
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the sixth grade group of
students, using four years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores
by participation level and time are presented in Table 23. An examination of the 2007
mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the implementation of the program,
shows that the 38 students who chose to participate in the program had a mean score of
1416.66 while the 136 non-participants had a mean score of 1327.65, a difference of
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89.01 points. A t-test revealed that these means are significantly different, t(135) = 4.823, p < .001, so the assumption is made that the participant group had a higher reading
proficiency level in 2007 than the non-participants did. Further inquiry into student and
family motivation to participate in the program could explain this difference. Sphericity
was evaluated using Mauchly’s test which demonstrated that the assumption was violated
(p<.001). However, no adjustments were made, since there were no significant values for
the within subjects variables when sphericity was assumed, nor when the GreenhouseGeisser or Huynh-Feldt adjustments were applied.
As shown in Table 24, there was not a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores across the four years for the sixth grade students, F(3,510) =
1.74, p=.158. In other words, there is not a significant difference in the scores during the
span of years between 2005 and 2008. There was not a significant main effect for the
participation level in the reading program, F(3, 170) = 2.54, p=.058. This demonstrates
that there was not a significant difference in the scores when combined across the four
occasions, depending on the level of participation in the reading program. Finally, there
was not a significant interaction between time and the level of participation in the reading
program, F(9,510) = .893, p=.531. The profile plot (Figure 6) demonstrates that there
were no significant increases or decreases at any participation level over time.
The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the reading
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
25). The results were not significant, x2 (3, n=174) = 4.88, p=.181. To show the strength
of the relationship between participation in the reading program and increasing
proficiency level, the contingency coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient
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of .165 demonstrated a weak relationship, which is consistent with the non-significant
results. The crosstabulations table (Table 26) illustrates varying percentages of students
who increased their proficiency level, and there is no clear indication that the increase is
linked to the level of participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership. Of the 136 sixth grade
students who did not participate in the reading program, 39 students, or almost 30%,
increased their proficiency level. Of the 38 students who did participate in the reading
program, 14 students, or about 37%, increased their proficiency level. Statistically, this is
not a large enough difference to be significant.

Table 23
Comparison of Means Based on Reading Participation Level, Grade Six
N
136

2005
Mean
1356.76

2006
Mean
1360.99

2007
Mean
1327.65

2008
Mean
1365.01

Total (participants only)

38

1444.26

1437.61

1416.66

1451.13

Minimal (1-2 weeks)

22

1425.27

1439.05

1409.91

1415.73

Average (3-4 weeks)

10

1415.50

1403.40

1359.90

1477.00

6

1561.83

1489.33

1536.00

1537.83

174

1375.87

1377.72

1347.09

1383.82

None (0 weeks)

Above Average (5-6 weeks)
Total (all students)

91

Table 24
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Six Reading
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level
Error

1107511.50

3

369170.50

2.54

.058

24666462.87

170

145096.84

48495.25

3

16165.08

1.74

.158

74818.332

9

8313.15

.893

.531

4746328.90

510

9306.53

Within
Time
Time * Participation Level
Error (Time)

92

Figure 6. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Six Reading

Table 25
Chi Square Table, Grade Six Reading
Value

df

Pearson Chi-Square

4.88

Contingency Coefficient

.165

93

p
3

.181
.181

Table 26
Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-2 weeks)
Average
(3-4 weeks)
Above Average
(5-6 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

71.3

28.7

100.0

55.7

22.4

78.2

% within participation
level
% of total

68.2

31.8

100.0

8.6

4.0

12.6

% within participation
level
% of total

40.0

60.0

100.0

2.3

3.4

5.7

% within participation
level
% of total

83.3

16.7

100.0

2.9

0.6

3.4

% within participation
level
% of total

69.5

30.5

100.0

69.5

30.5

100.0

Grade Five Reading
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the fifth grade group of
students, using three years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores
by participation level and time are presented in Table 27. An examination of the 2007
mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the implementation of the program,
indicates that students who chose to participate in the program had a mean score of
1354.04, while those who did not participate had a mean score of 1321.30, a difference of
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32.74 points. A t-test revealed that these means are not significantly different, t(102) = 1.574, p = .119, the assumption being that the participants and non-participants had
equivalent reading proficiency levels in 2007. Sphericity was evaluated using Mauchly’s
test indicating that the assumption was violated (p<.001). However, no adjustments were
made since the F-values and levels of significance for Greenhouse-Geisser and HuynhFeldt were identical to the values when sphericity is assumed.
As shown in Table 28, there was a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores for 2006 through 2008 for the fifth grade students, F(2,312) =
22.12, p<.001. In other words, there is a significant difference in the scores measured
across the three years. Pairwise comparisons based on estimated marginal means revealed
significant differences between 2006 and 2007 (p<.001), 2006 and 2008 (p=.036), and
2007 and 2008 (p<.001). There was also a significant main effect for the participation
level in the reading program, F(3, 156) = 2.68, p=.049. This demonstrates that there is a
significant difference in the scores when combined across the three occasions depending
on the level of participation in the reading program. Levene’s test of equality of error
variances was violated, so the Games-Howell post hoc test was used to examine the mean
difference in the scaled scores between each pair of participation levels. The test
determined that the mean differences were not significant between any of the
participation levels.
Finally, there was a significant interaction between time and the level of
participation in the reading program, F(6, 312) = 7.62, p<.001. The profile plot (Figure 7)
demonstrates that the mean scores during the 2006 PSSA reading administration ranged
between 1361 and 1479. Without interventions, it could be expected that students’ scores
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would fluctuate over the next testing periods. The plot bears out this assumption, showing
a decrease in all mean scores for the 2007 test when there was no intervention with the
PSSA Parent Partnership, and a further decrease for the non-participants in 2008.
However, after participation at a minimal level, the mean reading PSSA score rose by 64
points. Further, for those students who participated at an average or above average level,
the mean scores improved dramatically by 209 and 109 points respectively from the
previous year.

Table 27
Comparison of Means Based on Reading Participation Level, Grade Five
N

2006 Mean

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

102

1361.25

1321.30

1317.68

Total (participants only)

58

1420.11

1354.04

1463.14

Minimal (1-2 weeks)

33

1398.70

1340.64

1404.82

Average (3-4 weeks)

14

1424.36

1345.21

1555.00

Above Average (5-6 weeks)

11

1479.00

1416.00

1525.09

160

1382.59

1333.89

1370.68

None (0 weeks)

Total (all students)

96

Table 28
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Five Reading
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level

962086.28

3

320695.43

18641674.31

156

119497.91

Time

363951.38

2

181975.69

22.12 .000

Time * Participation Level

376107.34

6

62684.56

7.62 .000

2566682.96

312

8226.55

Error

2.68 .049

Within

Error (Time)

Figure 7. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Five Reading
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The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the reading
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
29). The probability that the proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very
low, x2 (3, n=160) = 42.20, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between
participation in the reading program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency
coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient of .457 with p<.001 demonstrated
a moderate significant relationship.
An inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table 30, revealed that
participation in the reading program contributed positively to the magnitude of the
relationship between the variables. For example, in the group containing no participants,
only 8.8% of the students increased their proficiency level. However, in the average
participation group, 71.4% of the students increased their proficiency level; and in the
above average participation group, 63.6% of the students increased their proficiency
level. Of the 58 fifth graders who participated in the reading program, 28 students, or
over 48%, increased their proficiency level. This information strengthens the conclusion
that it is unlikely the PSSA proficiency level increases were due to chance.
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Table 29
Chi Square Table, Grade Five Reading
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

df
42.20

Contingency Coefficient

p
3

.000

.457

.000

Table 30
Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Five
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-2 weeks)
Average
(3-4 weeks)
Above Average
(5-6 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

91.2

8.8

100.0

58.1

5.6

63.8

% within participation
level
% of total

66.7

33.3

100.0

13.8

6.9

20.6

% within participation
level
% of total

28.6

71.4

100.0

2.5

6.3

8.8

% within participation
level
% of total

36.4

63.6

100.0

2.5

4.4

6.9

% within participation
level
% of total

76.9

23.1

100.0

76.9

23.1

100.0
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Grade Four Reading
A repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted with the fourth grade group of
students, using two years of PSSA scaled scores. The means for the PSSA scaled scores
by participation level and time are presented in Table 31. An examination of the 2007
mean scaled scores, which were received prior to the implementation of the program,
shows that students who chose to participate in the program had a mean score of 1372.56,
while those who did not participate had a mean score of 1335.54, a difference of 37.02
points. A t-test revealed that these means are significantly different, t(79) = -1.993,
p=.050, so the assumption is made that the participant group had a higher reading
proficiency level in 2007 than the non-participant group. Further inquiry into student and
family motivation to participate in the program could explain this difference.

Table 31
Comparison of Means Based on Reading Participation Level, Grade Four
N

2007 Mean

2008 Mean

Difference

None (0 weeks)

79

1335.54

1329.66

-5.88

Total (participants only)

96

1372.56

1423.05

50.49

Minimal (1-2 weeks)

52

1382.92

1377.37

-5.55

Average (3-4 weeks)

34

1365.76

1472.21

106.45

Above Average (5-6 weeks)

10

1341.80

1493.50

151.7

175

1355.85

1380.89

25.04

Total (all students)

100

As shown in Table 32, there was a significant main effect for time when
inspecting the PSSA scores for 2007 and 2008 for the fourth grade students, F(1,171) =
33.52, p<.001. To clarify, there is a significant difference in the scores from 2007 to
2008, and Table 31 verifies that the mean score increased by 50.49 points for the
participant group. There was not a significant main effect for the participation level in the
reading program, F(3, 171) = 2.63, p=.052. This demonstrates that there is not a
significant difference in the scores when combined across the two occasions depending
on the level of participation in the reading program. Finally, there was a significant
interaction between time and the level of participation in the reading program, F (3, 171)
= 15.10, p<.001. The profile plot (Figure 8) demonstrates that the mean scores during the
2007 PSSA reading administration ranged between 1335 and 1382. Without
interventions, it could be expected that students’ scores would fluctuate over the next
testing period. The plot bears out this assumption, showing a decrease in the mean score
for the non-participant group on the 2008 reading PSSA. However, for those students
who participated at an average or above average level, the mean scores improved by 106
and 151 points respectively from the previous year, showing that higher levels of
participation tend to help students increase their scores.
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Table 32
ANOVA Summary Table, Grade Four Reading
Source

SS

df

MS

F

p

Between
Participation Level

439343.46

3

146447.82

9540746.25

171

55793.84

Time

188652.59

1

188652.59

33.52 .000

Time * Participation Level

254978.72

3

84992.91

15.10 .000

Error (Time)

962470.64

171

5628.48

Error

2.63 .052

Within

Figure 8. Interaction Between Time and Level of Participation, Grade Four Reading
The qui-square statistic was calculated for the level of participation in the reading
program in terms of weeks and an increase in the students’ proficiency level (see Table
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33). The probability that the proficiency level increases occurred by chance was very
low, x2 (3, n=175) = 63.57, p<.001. To show the strength of the relationship between
participation in the reading program and increasing proficiency level, the contingency
coefficient was calculated. The contingency coefficient of .516 with p<.001 demonstrated
a moderate significant relationship.
An inspection of the crosstabulations, as shown in Table 34, revealed that
participation in the reading program contributed positively to the magnitude of the
relationship between the variables. For example, in the group containing no participants,
only 10.1% of the students increased their proficiency level. However, in the average
participation group, 55.9% of the students increased their proficiency level; and in the
above average participation group, 90.0% of the students increased their proficiency
level. Of the 96 fourth graders who participated in the reading program, 31 students, or
over 32%, increased their proficiency level. This information strengthens the conclusion
that it is unlikely the PSSA proficiency level increases were due to chance.
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Table 33
Chi Square Table, Grade Four Reading
Value
Pearson Chi-Square

df
63.57

Contingency Coefficient

p
3

.000

.516

.000

Table 34
Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Four
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)
Minimal
(1-2 weeks)
Average
(3-4 weeks)
Above Average
(5-6 weeks)
Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% of total

89.9

10.1

100.0

40.6

4.6

45.1

% within participation
level
% of total

94.2

5.8

100.0

28.0

1.7

29.7

% within participation
level
% of total

44.1

55.9

100.0

8.6

10.9

19.4

% within participation
level
% of total

10.0

90.0

100.0

0.6

5.1

5.7

% within participation
level
% of total

77.7

22.3

100.0

77.7

22.3

100.0
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Summary of the Influences of Different Levels of Participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership on Scaled Scores and Proficiency Levels
It is clear that participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership made a positive
difference for some of the students. When the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade students are
viewed as a group, they made significant increases both in scaled scores and proficiency
level in reading and mathematics, when compared with the non-participant group.
Although the mean scaled score for the sixth grade students who participated at
all levels in the math program increased, the mean score for the above average
participation group had a larger increase than the other participation groups. However,
there was not a significant increase in proficiency level. The sixth grade students did not
make significant scaled score or proficiency level gains in reading after participating in
the program.
The fifth grade students showed significant scaled score increases in mathematics
at all levels of participation, as well as significant proficiency level increases, with over
53% of the participants increasing their level over the previous year. In reading, the fifth
grade students showed average gains of 64, 209, and 109 points for the minimal, average,
and above average participant groups respectively. More than 48% of the participants
increased their reading proficiency level over the previous year.
The fourth grade students showed dramatic increases in the mean scaled scores at
every participation level after participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, with higher
gains realized at the higher levels of participation. At the minimal, average, and above
average participation levels, the mean math PSSA score rose by 77, 176, and 238 points
respectively. Over 42% of the participants increased their mathematics proficiency level
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from 2007 to 2008. In reading, the average participation group showed a scaled score
increase of 106 points and the above average participant group showed a scaled score
increase of 151 points. More than 32% of the participants increased their reading
proficiency level.
Overall, it appears that those students who participated in the mathematics and
reading programs for longer periods of time were more likely to increase their scaled
scores and proficiency levels than were the non-participants and those who participated
for only a few weeks. It is unclear why the sixth grade participants in the reading
program did not make significant gains.
Prediction of Scaled Scores and Proficiency Level Improvement
Multiple regression analyses were conducted separately with the reading and math
data sets, for the entire group and each grade level, to determine if participation in the
parent involvement program is a predictor of the PSSA scaled score. Logistic regression
was used to determine if participation is a predictor of proficiency level improvement on
the state examination. The independent variables utilized in both types of regression were
participation in the program, the number of weeks of participation, and the total number
of minutes of participation. The dependent variables were the PSSA scaled scores in the
multiple regressions and an increase in proficiency level in the logistic regressions. The
table of correlations for each group shows the relationship between the dependent
variables and each of the independent variables, as well as the relationships among the
independent variables. Ideally, the independent variables would not be related to each
other, in order to maximize their contributions to the prediction of the scaled scores and
proficiency level increases. However, there are significant correlations between many of
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the variables, as shown in Table 35 for the entire group of students, and in Tables 39, 43,
and 47, for each of the grade levels.
Grades Four through Six
The correlation matrix for grades four through six showed a significant
correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01, between the math scaled scores and participation in
the PSSA Parent Partnership, as well as the number of weeks of participation in the math
program. In addition, there was a significant correlation, at α < .05, between math scaled
scores and the total number of minutes of participation in the math program.
The correlation matrix also showed a significant correlation (two-tailed), at α <
.01, between increasing at least one proficiency level in math and each of the predictor
variables such as participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, the number of weeks of
participation in the math program and the total number of minutes of participation in the
math program. Significant correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also seen between
each pair of predictor variables used in the math regressions.
The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01,
between the reading scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, the
number of weeks of participation in the reading program and the total number of minutes
of participation in the reading program. The correlation matrix also showed a significant
correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01, between increasing at least one proficiency level in
reading and participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, the number of weeks of
participation in the reading program and the total number of minutes of participation in
the reading program. Significant correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also seen
between each pair of predictor variables used in the reading regressions.
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Interestingly, a significant correlation was also shown between the reading and
math predictor variables, between the reading and math scaled scores, and between
increasing proficiency levels in reading and math, all at α < .01. The strong correlation
between reading and math scaled scores is consistent with state-level scores. The only
variables between which significant relationships were not found were math scaled score
and increasing a proficiency level in reading; and reading scaled score and increasing a
proficiency level in math.
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Table 35
Correlations Between Dependent and Predictor Variables and Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Grades Four - Six,
N = 509
Math
2008
Scaled
Score
Math 2008 Scaled Score
Reading 2008 Scaled Score

1

Read
2008
Scaled
Score
.777**

Program
Participation
.190**

.094*

.107*

1

.193**

.073

1

Program Participation
Increase in Math Level
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Math Minutes
Math Weeks

Increase in Reading Level
Reading Minutes
Reading Weeks

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Incr. in
Math
Level

Math
Minutes

Math
Weeks

Incr. in
Reading
Level

Reading
Minutes

Reading
Weeks

.252**

.030

.141**

.203**

.129**

.240**

.184**

.197**

.266**

.259**

.545**

.644**

.139**

.512**

.586**

1

.354**

.426**

.237**

.254**

.287**

1

.815**

.295**

.833**

.708**

1

.276**

.722**

.820**

1

.336**

.352**

1

.854**
1

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was run and two models were produced
for grade four through six students using math scaled scores (see Table 36). In the first
model, a correlation coefficient of .252 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in
the math program is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=5.864, p<.001).
The amount of variance in the math score explained by the weeks of participation, 6.4%,
is higher than what would be expected by chance (F(1,508)=34.383, p<.001). In the
second model, a multiple correlation coefficient of .304 demonstrated that the
combination of the independent variables of the weeks of participation in the math
program and the total minutes of participation is a weak predictor of the math PSSA
scaled score (t=6.726, p<.001 for weeks of participation, and t=-4.022, p<.001 for
minutes.) The amount of variance in the math score explained by these two variables,
9.3%, is higher than what would be expected by chance (F(2, 508)=25.796, p<.001).
Participation in the program was excluded from the model by SPSS, because it did not
significantly increase the strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade four through six
students in mathematics. The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test
(x2 (5, n=509) = 6.687, p=.245) shows that the model produced using logistic regression
adequately fits the data. With a proportional by chance hit rate of 58.92%, the observed
hit rate of 77.6%, shown in Table 37, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a
good model for this data. Weeks of participation in the math program was found to be a
significant predictor, with the odds of improving proficiency level increasing by a factor
of 1.348 for each additional week of participation (see Table 38).
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One multiple regression model was produced for grade four through six students
in reading using scaled scores as the dependent variable (see Table 36). The correlation
coefficient of .266 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the reading program is
a weak predictor of the reading PSSA scaled score (t=6.205, p<.001). The amount of
variance in the reading score explained by the level of participation, 7.1%, is higher than
what would be expected by chance (F(1,508)=38.500, p<.001). Participation in the PSSA
Parent Partnership and the number of minutes of participation were excluded from the
model by SPSS, because they did not significantly increase the strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade four through six
students in reading. The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (4,
n=509) = 5.899, p=.207) shows that the model produced using logistic regression
adequately fits the data. With a proportional by chance hit rate of 62.16%, the observed
hit rate of 78.4%, shown in Table 37, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a
good model for this data. Weeks of participation in the reading program was found to be
a significant predictor, with the odds of improving proficiency level increasing by a
factor of 1.526 for each additional week of participation (see Table 38).
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Table 36
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Predicting PSSA Scaled Scores, Grades
Four – Six, N = 509
Subject
Math

Model

Variable

B

SE B

β

t

p

1


R2

.064
Weeks of
Participation

19.775

3.372

.252

5.864

.000

2

Reading

R2

.093
Weeks of
Participation
Minutes of
Participation

38.584

5.737

.492

6.726

.000

-1.759

.437

-.294

-4.022

.000

Weeks of
Participation

37.212

5.997

.266

6.205

.000

.029

1

Table 37
Observed and Predicted Values for Increasing in Proficiency Level on the PSSA, Grades
Four – Six, N = 509

Subject

Predicted
Increase Proficiency Level

Observed

No

Yes

Percentage
Correct

Math
Increase Proficiency

No
Yes

342
94

20
53

94.5
36.1
77.6

No
Yes

363
93

17
36

95.5
27.9
78.4

Overall Percentage
Reading
Increase Proficiency
Overall Percentage
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Table 38
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting Increase in Proficiency Level on
the Reading PSSA, Grades Four- Six, N = 509
Subject
Math

Variable

B

S.E.

Wald

df

p

Exp(B)

Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

.022

.292

.006

1

.941

1.022

.299
.001

.068
.005

19.353
.076

1
1

.000
.782

1.348
1.001

-1.641

.235

48.771

1 .000

.194

.535

.294

3.296

1

.069

1.707

.423
.012

.139
.008

9.226
2.127

1
1

.002
.145

1.526
1.012

-1.986

.245

65.821

1

.000

.137

Reading
Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

Grade Six
The correlation matrix for grade six showed a significant correlation (two-tailed),
at α < .01, between the math scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership, as well as the number of weeks of participation in the math program.
Significant correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also seen between each pair of
predictor variables used in the math regressions. The correlation matrix showed no
significant relationships between increasing at least one proficiency level in math and any
of the predictor variables.
The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation (two-tailed) at α < .01
between the reading scaled scores and the weeks of participation in the reading program.
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Significant correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also seen between each pair of
predictor variables used in the reading regressions. There were no significant
relationships between increasing in proficiency level in reading and the predictor
variables, however the reading scaled scores and increasing in proficiency level were
found to be significantly correlated (two-tailed) at α < .05.
It is interesting to note that a significant correlation was shown between each pair
of reading and math predictor variables and between the reading and math scaled scores
all at α < .01. There was not a significant relationship between increasing proficiency
levels in reading and math.
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Table 39
Correlations Between Dependent and Predictor Variables and Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Grade Six, N =
174
Math
2008
Scaled
Score
Math 2008 Scaled Score
Reading 2008 Scaled Score
Program Participation

1

Read
2008
Scaled
Score
.778**

Program
Participation
.220**

-.016

.098

1

.138

-.060

1

Increase in Math Level
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Math Minutes
Math Weeks
Increase in Reading Level
Reading Minutes
Reading Weeks

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Incr. in
Math
Level

Math
Minutes

Math
Weeks

Incr. in
Reading
Level

Reading
Minutes

Reading
Weeks

.233**

-.044

.205**

.269**

.047

.147

.157*

.137

.199**

-.077

.619**

.674**

.059

.628**

.663**

1

-.072

-.053

.042

-.110

-.103

1

.882**

.054

.900**

.807**

1

.017

.883**

.907**

1

.052

.060

1

.946**
1

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was run and two models were produced
for grade six students using math scaled scores (see Table 40). In the first model, a
correlation coefficient of .233 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the math
program is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=3.149, p=.002). The
amount of variance in the math score explained by the weeks of participation, 5.5%, is
higher than what would be expected by chance (F(1,173)=9.918, p=.002). In the second
model, a multiple correlation coefficient of .326 demonstrated that the combination of the
independent variables of the weeks of participation in the math program and the total
minutes of participation is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=4.306,
p<.001 for weeks of participation, and t=-3.156, p=.002 for minutes.) The amount of
variance in the math score explained by these two variables, 10.7%, is higher than what
would be expected by chance (F(2, 173)=10.196, p<.001). Participation in the program
was excluded from the model by SPSS, because it did not significantly increase the
strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade six students in
mathematics. The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (3,
n=174) = 3.910, p=.271) shows that the model produced using logistic regression
adequately fits the data. With a proportional by chance hit rate of 67.86%, the observed
hit rate of 79.9%, shown in Table 41, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a
good model for this data. No significant predictors were found for increasing a
proficiency level in mathematics (see Table 42).
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Two multiple regression models were produced for grade six students in reading
using scaled scores as the dependent variable (see Table 40). In the first model, the
correlation coefficient of .199 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the reading
program is a weak predictor of the reading PSSA scaled score (t=2.661, p=.009). The
amount of variance in the reading score explained by the weeks of participation, 4.0%, is
higher than what would be expected by chance (F(1,173)=7.079, p=.009). In the second
model, a multiple correlation coefficient of .255 demonstrated that the combination of the
independent variables of the weeks of participation in the reading program and the total
minutes of participation is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=2.902,
p=.004 for weeks of participation, and t=-2.149, p=.033 for minutes.) The amount of
variance in the reading score explained by these two variables, 6.5%, is higher than what
would be expected by chance (F(2, 173)=5.923, p=.003). Participation in the program
was excluded from the model by SPSS, because it did not significantly increase the
strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade six students in reading.
The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (2, n=174) = .244,
p=.885) shows that the model produced using logistic regression adequately fits the data.
With a proportional by chance hit rate of 57.64%, the observed hit rate of 69.5%, shown
in Table 41, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a good model for this
data. No significant predictors were found for increasing a proficiency level in reading
(see Table 42).
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Table 40
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Predicting PSSA Scaled Scores, Grade Six,
N = 174
Subject
Math

Model

Variable

B

SE B

β

t

R2

p

1

.055
Weeks of
Participation

25.454

8.082

.233

3.149

.002

Weeks of
Participation
Minutes of
Participation

71.904

16.697

.660

4.306

.000

-4.186

1.326

-.483

-3.156

.002

Weeks of
Participation

31.609

11.880

.199

2.661

.009

Weeks of
Participation
Minutes of
Participation

105.59
0
-4.520

36.380

.664

2.902

.004

2.103

-.492

-2.149

.033

2

Reading


R2

.107

1

.052

.040

2

.065

.025

Table 41
Observed and Predicted Values for Increasing in Proficiency Level on the PSSA, Grade
Six, N = 174

Subject

Predicted
Increase Proficiency Level

Observed

No

Percentage
Correct

Yes

Math
Increase Proficiency

No
Yes

139
35

0
0

100.0
0
79.9

No
Yes

121
53

0
0

100.0
0
69.5

Overall Percentage
Reading
Increase Proficiency
Overall Percentage
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Table 42
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting Increase in Proficiency Level on
the PSSA, Grade Six, N = 174
Subject
Math

Variable

B

S.E.

Wald

df

p

Exp(B)

Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

.373

.619

.365

1

.546

1.453

.162
-.017

.257
.025

.397
.460

1
1

.528
.498

1.176
.983

-1.632

.579

7.944

1 .005

.196

-.165

.473

.121

1

.728

.848

.124
-.004

.404
.023

.095
.031

1
1

.758
.861

1.132
.996

-.746

.429

3.026

1

.082

.474

Reading
Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

Grade Five
The correlation matrix for grade five showed a significant correlation (two-tailed),
at α < .01, between the math scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership, as well as the number of weeks of participation in the math program. The
correlation matrix showed significant correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01, between
increasing at least one proficiency level in math and each of the predictor variables.
Significant correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also noted between each pair of
predictor variables used in the math regressions.
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The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation (two-tailed) at α < .01
between the reading scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, as
well as the weeks and minutes of participation in the reading program. The correlation
matrix showed significant correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01, between increasing at least
one proficiency level in reading and each of the predictor variables. Significant
correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also seen between each pair of predictor
variables used in the reading regressions. Additionally, the reading scaled scores and
increasing in proficiency level were found to be significantly correlated (two-tailed) at α
< .05.
A significant correlation was shown between each pair of reading and math
predictor variables, between the reading and math scaled scores, and between increasing
proficiency levels in reading and math, all at α < .01.

120

Table 43
Correlations Between Dependent and Predictor Variables and Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Grade Five, N
= 160

Math 2008 Scaled Score
Reading 2008 Scaled
Score
Program Participation

Math
2008
Scaled
Score
1

Read
Program
2008
ParticiScaled
pation
Score
.833**
.205**
1

Incr. in
Math
Level

Math
Minutes

.108

.143

.218**

.103

1

Increase in Math Level
Math Minutes
121

Math Weeks
Increase in Reading Level
Reading Minutes
Reading Weeks

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Math
Weeks

Incr. in
Reading
Level

Reading
Minutes

Reading
Weeks

.315**

.115

.177*

.269**

.142

.296**

.194*

.260**

.332**

.430**

.493**

.653**

.266**

.406**

.487**

1

.431**

.548**

.357**

.328**

.369**

1

.750**

.432**

.792**

.621**

1

.401**

.632**

.793**

1

.490**

.478**

1

.817**
1

A stepwise multiple regression analysis produced one model for grade five
students using math scaled scores (see Table 44). The correlation coefficient of .315
demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the math program is a weak predictor of
the math PSSA scaled score (t=4.176, p<.001). The amount of variance in the math score
explained by the weeks of participation, 9.9%, is higher than what would be expected by
chance (F(1,159)=17.439, p<.001). Participation in the program and the number of
minutes of participation were excluded from the model by SPSS, because they did not
significantly increase the strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade five students in
mathematics. There was a significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (5,
n=160) = 11.696, p=.039); however the Omnibus test of Model Coefficients shows that
there is adequate fit of the data to the model produced using logistic regression (x2 (3,
n=160) = 53.360, p<.001). With a proportional by chance hit rate of 53.78%, the
observed hit rate of 81.9%, shown in Table 45, demonstrates that the logistic regression
produced a good model for this data. Weeks of participation in the math program was
found to be a significant predictor, with the odds of increasing a proficiency level
increasing by a factor of 1.345 for each additional week of participation (see Table 46).
One multiple regression model was produced for grade five students in reading
using scaled scores as the dependent variable (see Table 44). The correlation coefficient
of .332 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the reading program is a weak
predictor of the reading PSSA scaled score (t=4.427, p<.001). The amount of variance in
the reading score explained by the weeks of participation, 11.0%, is higher than what
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would be expected by chance (F(1,159)=19.600, p<.001). Participation in the program
and minutes of participation were excluded from the model by SPSS, because they did
not significantly increase the strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade five students in
reading. The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (4, n=160) =
4.660, p=.324) shows that the model produced using logistic regression adequately fits
the data. With a proportional by chance hit rate of 64.45%, the observed hit rate of
83.8%, shown in Table 45, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a good
model for this data. No significant predictors were found for increasing a proficiency
level in reading (see Table 46).
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Table 44
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Predicting PSSA Scaled Scores, Grade
Five, N = 160
Subject
Math

Variable

Weeks of
Participation

B

23.537

SE B

5.636

β

.315

t

p

4.176

R2
.099

.000

Reading

.110
Weeks of
Participation

49.958

11.285

.332

4.427

.000

Table 45
Observed and Predicted Values for Increasing in Proficiency Level on the PSSA, Grades
Five, N = 160

Subject

Predicted
Increase Proficiency Level

Observed

No

Yes

Percentage
Correct

Math
Increase Proficiency

No
Yes

91
18

11
40

89.2
69.0
81.9

No
Yes

117
20

6
17

95.1
45.9
83.8

Overall Percentage
Reading
Increase Proficiency
Overall Percentage
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Table 46
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting Increase in Proficiency Level on
the PSSA, Grade Five, N = 160
Subject
Math

Variable
Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

B

S.E.

Wald

df

p

Exp(B)

-.827

.565

2.138

1

.144

.437

.296
.004

.115
.009

6.696
.199

1
1

.010
.656

1.345
1.004

-1.272

.399

10.144

1 .001

.280

-.436

.569

.586

1

.444

.647

.175
.031

.274
.017

.407
3.334

1
1

.523
.068

1.191
1.032

-1.854

.375

24.487

1

.000

.157

Reading
Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

Grade Four
The correlation matrix for grade four showed a significant correlation (twotailed), at α < .01, between the math scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership, as well as the number of weeks of participation in the math program. The
correlation matrix also showed a significant correlation (two-tailed), at α < .01, between
increasing in proficiency level and each of the predictor variables. Significant
correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were also found between each pair of predictor
variables used in the math regressions.
The correlation matrix showed a significant correlation (two-tailed) at α < .01
between the reading scaled scores and participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, as
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well as the weeks of participation in the reading program. There is also a significant
correlation (two-tailed) at α < .05 between the reading scaled scores and minutes of
participation in the reading program. Increasing in proficiency level is significantly
correlated (two-tailed) with all of the reading predictor variables at α < .01. Significant
correlations (two-tailed) at α < .01 were noted between each pair of predictor variables
used in the reading regressions. The reading scaled scores and increasing in proficiency
level were also found to be significantly correlated (two-tailed) at α < .01.
It is interesting to note that a significant correlation was shown between each pair
of reading and math predictor variables, between the reading and math scaled scores, and
between increasing proficiency levels in reading and math.
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Table 47
Correlations Between Dependent and Predictor Variables and Intercorrelations Between Predictor Variables, Grade Four, N
= 175
Math
2008
Scaled
Score
Math 2008 Scaled Score
Reading 2008 Scaled
Score
Program Participation

1

Read
2008
Scaled
Score
.745**

Program
Participation
.234**

.201**

.114

.246**

.027

.074

.149*

1

.269**

.169*

.190*

.289**

.203**

.189*

.277**

1

.299**

.487**

.556**

.220**

.488**

.563**

1

.497**

.567**

.356**

.410**

.452**

1

.831**

.435**

.835**

.717**

1

.469**

.715**

.806**

1

.506**

.577**

1

.826**

Increase in Math Level
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Math Minutes
Math Weeks
Increase in Reading Level
Reading Minutes
Reading Weeks

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Incr. in
Math
Level

Math
Minutes

Math
Weeks

Incr. in
Reading
Level

Reading
Minutes

Reading
Weeks

1

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was run and two models were produced
for grade four students using math scaled scores (see Table 48). In the first model, a
correlation coefficient of .246 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the math
program is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=3.334, p=.001). The
amount of variance in the math score explained by the weeks of participation, 6.0%, is
higher than what would be expected by chance (F(1,174)=11.117, p=.001). In the second
model, a multiple correlation coefficient of .295 demonstrated that the combination of the
independent variables of the weeks of participation in the math program and the total
minutes of participation is a weak predictor of the math PSSA scaled score (t=3.733,
p<.001 for weeks of participation, and t=-2.235, p=.027 for minutes.) The amount of
variance in the math score explained by these two variables, 8.7%, is higher than what
would be expected by chance (F(2, 174)=8.184, p<.001). Participation in the program
was excluded from the model by SPSS, because they did not significantly increase the
strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade four students in
mathematics. The non-significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (6,
n=175) = 8.828, p=.184) shows that the model produced using logistic regression
adequately fits the data. With a proportional by chance hit rate of 57.14%, the observed
hit rate of 78.9%, shown in Table 49, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a
good model for this data. Weeks of participation in the math program was found to be a
significant predictor, with the odds of increasing a proficiency level increasing by a factor
of 1.469 for each additional week of participation (see Table 50).
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One multiple regression model was produced for grade four students in reading
using scaled scores as the dependent variable (see Table 48). The correlation coefficient
of .277 demonstrated that the weeks of participation in the reading program is a weak
predictor of the reading PSSA scaled score (t=3.793, p<.001). The amount of variance in
the reading score explained by the weeks of participation, 7.7%, is higher than what
would be expected by chance (F(1,174)=14.388, p<.001). Participation in the program
and minutes of participation in reading were excluded from the model by SPSS, because
they did not significantly increase the strength of the model.
Logistic regression was used to determine if participation is a predictor of
proficiency level improvement on the state examination for grade four students in
reading. There was a significant finding on the Hosmer and Lemeshow test (x2 (6, n=175)
= 12.762, p=.047); however the Omnibus test of Model Coefficients shows that there is
adequate fit of the data to the model produced using logistic regression (x2 (3, n=175) =
58.390, p<.001). With a proportional by chance hit rate of 65.36%, the observed hit rate
of 88.0%, shown in Table 49, demonstrates that the logistic regression produced a good
model for this data. Weeks of participation in the reading program was found to be a
significant predictor, with the odds of increasing a proficiency level increasing by a factor
of 2.370 for each additional week of participation (see Table 50).
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Table 48
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Predicting PSSA Scaled Scores, Grade
Four, N = 175
Subject
Math

Model

Variable

B

SE B

β

t

p

1


R2

.060
Weeks of
Participation

16.112

4.832

.246

3.334

.001

Weeks of
Participation
Minutes of
Participation

32.075

8.593

.489

3.733

.000

-1.405

.629

-.293

-2.235

.027

Weeks of
Participation

35.027

9.234

.277

3.793

.000

2

Reading

R2

.087

1

.027

.077

Table 49
Observed and Predicted Values for Increasing in Proficiency Level on the PSSA, Grade
Four, N = 175

Subject

Predicted
Increase Proficiency Level

Observed

No

Yes

Percentage
Correct

Math
Increase Proficiency

No
Yes

139
35

0
0

100.0
0
78.9

No
Yes

131
16

5
23

96.3
59.0
88.0

Overall Percentage
Reading
Increase Proficiency
Overall Percentage
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Table 50
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting Increase in Proficiency Level on
the PSSA, Grade Four, N = 175
Subject
Math

Variable

B

S.E.

Wald

df

p

Exp(B)

Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

.023

.586

.001

1

.969

1.023

.385
.008

.135
.010

8.065
.653

1
1

.005
.419

1.469
1.008

Participation in the
PSSA Parent
Partnership
Weeks of Participation
Minutes of
Participation
Constant

1.146

.750

2.336

1

.126

3.146

.863
.015

.246
.016

12.297
.938

1
1

.000
.333

2.370
1.016

Reading

Summary of Predicting Scaled Scores or Proficiency Level Improvement
The regression analyses demonstrate that weeks of participation and total number
of minutes of participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership may serve as weak predictors
of PSSA scaled scores and proficiency level improvement on the PSSA. For predicting
scaled scores in both math and reading, the weeks of participation was the most
significant variable at all grade levels and for the three grades combined. Minutes of
participation was also a significant factor for predicting math scaled scores in grades six
and four and for the three grades combined, as well as for predicting reading scaled
scores in sixth grade. The amount of variance explained by these variables ranged
between 6.5% and 11%. The number of weeks of participation in the program was found
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to be a significant predictor of improving proficiency level in grade four math and
reading, grade five math, and for the three grade levels combined in both subjects. The
odds of improving proficiency level increased by factors ranging from 1.345 to 2.370 for
each addition week of participation (see Table 51).

Table 51
Summary of Regression Findings
Subject

Grade

Significant Predictors
Of Scaled Score

Math

Reading

R2

Exp(B)

4-6

Weeks & Minutes

Of Increasing
Proficiency Level
Weeks

6

Weeks & Minutes

None

.107

-------

5

Weeks

Weeks

.099

1.345

4

Weeks & Minutes

Weeks

.087

1.469

4-6

Weeks

Weeks

.071

1.526

6

Weeks & Minutes

None

.065

-------

5

Weeks

None

.110

-------

4

Weeks

Weeks

.077

2.370

.093

1.348

The Influence of the Program on Parent-Teacher-Student Communication
The parents, students, and teachers involved with the PSSA Parent Partnership
completed surveys regarding the program. Since one of the goals of the program was to
promote more communication between the home and school, it is essential that the views
of the parents, teachers, and students be considered in this aspect of the study.
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Parents’ perceptions
The parent survey was used to elicit the parents’ opinions regarding the PSSA
Parent Partnership program. Seventy-two parents responded to the survey, and all of them
shared positive results of having participated in the program. Some parents chose
multiple responses. Seventy-eight percent of the parents indicated that their children
became better prepared to take the PSSA exam as a result of participating in the program.
Fifty percent felt better able to assist their children in preparing for the format of the
PSSA. More than 30 percent stated that they were better able to target the essential skills
that would be tested on the PSSA when working with their children. Only 12.5 percent of
the parents indicated having more communication with the teacher regarding their
children’s areas of academic need.
Overall, the parents’ comments regarding the program were positive. The benefits
cited by parents fell into four major categories: developing familiarity with the format
and expectations of the PSSA; parent involvement in the program; recognition of each
child’s capabilities and areas of need; and the program’s structure.
The benefit most often mentioned by the parents was that both they and their
children could become familiar with the format and expectations of the PSSA. One parent
stated, “Providing the students the questions similar in format and content to the
questions on the test made the test less unfamiliar.” Another parent commented, “It gives
the parents an idea of the way the questions are presented and can help the student and
parent prepare.” Summing up many parents’ responses, a parent noted, “This was a nice
resource. I could see what the PSSA would look like.”
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Another often mentioned benefit was the parent involvement aspect of the
program. One parent was thankful for the “opportunity to work with my children and
increase their confidence in taking the test.” Another parent thought that the program was
an “excellent means to have parents and students work together.” Decreasing anxiety
about the test was paramount to some parents, and they believed that working with their
children helped them “not to be so fearful of the tests” since they knew what the PSSA
would be like. Being involved in the program “makes parents aware of the importance of
the exam,” and one parent summed it up by stating, “It was a pleasure to be part of the
process as a parent.”
Becoming aware of each individual child’s capabilities, strengths, and weaknesses
was also perceived as a benefit by the parents. “It was a useful tool to determine where
improvement was needed,” stated one parent. Echoing that sentiment, another parent
commented, “I could see where my child’s capabilities are. I could also see the parts he
doesn’t understand yet.” Urging the school district to continue the program, a parent was
pleased to work so closely with the school in determining her “own child’s strengths and
weaknesses.”
The structure of the program was cited as a benefit by some parents. “It was good
that each packet was brief, so as not to deter the child from willingness to complete it.”
The consistent weekly practice was perceived to be important, as well as providing
detailed answer keys and writing samples for immediate feedback to the parent and
student. The high expectations, challenging work, and “nice variety of problems,” were
also seen as strengths of the program’s structure.
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Teachers’ perceptions
The teacher survey provided an opportunity for teachers to express their opinions
regarding the PSSA Parent Partnership program. Eighteen of the 30 teachers involved in
the program responded to the survey. Seventy-two percent of the respondents believed
that the Weekly Parent Feedback Forms provided them with more information from
parents than they would have received otherwise, and 61% thought that the information
provided by parents was useful in providing targeted assistance to students. Given a
choice of four positive outcomes of participation in the program, all of the teachers
selected at least one, and 12 teachers, 67%, chose multiple responses. As a result of
participating in the program, 61% of the teachers were better able to target skills that
would be tested on the PSSA; 56% were better able to prepare the students for the kinds
of problems on the PSSA; 44% assisted students on a more individual basis targeting
particular needs; and 39% communicated more with parents.
There were no suggestions from teachers for improving the program, only
comments regarding participation. First and foremost, the teachers would like to find
ways to encourage more parents to participate in the program and take a more active role.
Several mentioned that the students would benefit more if the program were mandatory
and if there was accountability for returning the feedback forms. Several teachers were
willing to volunteer to meet with parents on a regular basis if this would increase
participation.
Many teachers commented on the strengths of the program which fell into four
categories: the structure of the program, the benefits to the students, the benefits to the
teachers and the benefits to the parents. Simply having a program that encouraged
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students and parents to work together to strengthen math and reading skills was viewed as
an important component of the partnership. “Weekly review was great, and it got parents
involved in the preparation process,” was stated by one teacher. Another expanded on
this by saying, the packets “covered a wide variety of topics in both math and reading.
For those students and parents interested in improving their level of performance, it was
an excellent tool.”
Teachers believed that the major benefit to the students was exposure to test-like
samples. Practicing with problems that were similar in format and content to those on the
PSSA provided the students a realistic experience which helped them increase skills and
decrease anxiety and frustration.
The teachers also believed that an important benefit personally was more
communication with parents regarding the academic progress of individual children.
Parents were empowered to work hand-in-hand with the teachers in determining the
children’s strengths and areas of need and were encouraged to share information with the
teachers on a consistent basis. In addition, several teachers commented that they were
able to use some of the problems from the packets to reinforce or expand concepts being
taught in the classroom, and it alerted them to some topics that would not have otherwise
been covered before the PSSA exams were given.
The teachers also recognized benefits for parents. One simply stated that the
program “helped to get parents on board” with preparing for the PSSA. Several said that
“[giving] parents an idea of the types of questions that are on the PSSA” helped them to
understand the expectations for their children. Perhaps one of the most compelling
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benefits of the program shared by teachers was that parents who never understood how to
help their children were given tools to work effectively with them at home.
Students’ perceptions
The student survey allowed the students to share their thoughts regarding
participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership program. When asked if they liked to be
able to work at home on PSSA practice problems, 73.5% responded yes or sometimes,
while only 26.5% said no. An overwhelming majority, 83.8%, reported that they worked
on the packets alone, and then a family member reviewed their work. Only 4.4% said
that, for the most part, a family member helped them with the work, and 11.8% worked
alone without a follow-up review with a parent. When provided with four positive
outcomes of the program, all of the students chose at least one, and more than half of
them chose multiple responses. As a result of participating in the program, 75% of the
students said that they were better prepared to take the PSSA exam. Two benefits chosen
by 54.4% of the students were that they were better able to prepare for the kinds of
problems on the PSSA, and they were better able to work on skills that would be tested
on the PSSA. Only 7.4% of the students said that their teachers helped them with
problems they did not understand.
While most of the students did not share any thoughts on improving the program
in the future, a few had suggestions. Several students thought the packets should be
longer and more challenging, while others thought they should be shorter and easier.
Some students would prefer to alternate the subjects weekly. One student recommended
giving a reward to the class that completed the most packets.
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Several students remarked about the benefits of the program. Over 75% of the
students commented that the packets helped them prepare for the PSSA. Some students
expanded on that response saying the packets helped by showing them the kinds of
problems that would be on the exam and by exposing them to things they hadn’t learned
in class. One student summarized his thoughts by stating, “It gets kids like me ready for
the real PSSAs. It helps kids get smarter. And you learn new things from it!”
A few of the students specifically stated that they liked having their parents help
them and check their answers, and being able to practice at home put less pressure on
them. One student even said the packets gave him something worthwhile to do in his free
time, and two students commented that they liked the challenging problems.
Chapter Summary
Because of ever-increasing accountability for student achievement on high-stakes
examinations, it is necessary to evaluate test preparation programs to determine their
impact on student proficiency. The primary purpose of this mixed-methods study was to
demonstrate the relationship between the level of involvement in the PSSA Parent
Partnership program and the students’ improvement on the PSSA over past years, as well
as to determine if participation predicted scaled score or improvement in proficiency
level. In addition, the study sought to determine if the parent involvement program
promoted more parent-student-teacher communication. Conclusions from the analyses of
the data collected and compiled for this study will be described in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Purpose
With increasing accountability for student achievement on high-stakes
examinations, there is a need to accurately evaluate test preparation tools with respect to
the impact they have on student proficiency. This study evaluated the PSSA Parent
Partnership, a parent involvement program designed to increase student proficiency on
the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) in grades four through six. The
purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of the program in terms of its
goals to increase student proficiency on the PSSA and to increase communication
between teachers and parents. The study determined to what extent a child’s PSSA scaled
score or increase in proficiency level on the state examination is related to and predicted
by participation in the parent involvement program.
Summary of Procedures
The PSSA Parent Partnership was designed for students in grades three through
six, and was implemented for 18 weeks, beginning in November 2007. The fourth, fifth,
and sixth graders were the subjects of this study, since they had previous scores for
comparison. Because families self-selected to participate in the program, the participants
were the study group and the non-participants were the comparison group.
Information was gathered through end-of-program surveys completed by parents,
students, and teachers, as well as weekly parent feedback forms completed throughout the
18-week program. Student PSSA scores were analyzed for all available previous years
for each student, in order to provide as complete of a data profile as possible for
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comparison of past performance with proficiency after participation in the program.
Several analyses were conducted using the data provided by the parent feedback forms
and PSSA results. Data analysis procedures included repeated-measures ANOVA,
multiple and logistic regressions, and chi-square tests. Descriptive statistics were utilized
where appropriate to describe frequencies, percentages, and means. The PSSA Parent
Partnership program was evaluated in an effort to contribute to the dearth of research
literature pertaining to parent involvement programs designed specifically to increase
student proficiency on high-stakes state examinations.
Participant Demographics
The students who were studied in this program evaluation were in the fourth,
fifth, and sixth grades during the 2007-2008 school year. Of the 509 potential
participants, there were 267 students who chose to participate and 242 who did not. The
sample was chosen in this manner to enable all families that wanted to participate in the
program to do so.
The study took place in the four elementary schools in a high-achieving western
Pennsylvania school district of about 2800 total students. The school district is in a semirural community situated northeast of the city of Pittsburgh and encompasses 82 square
miles. The district employs 256 teachers, with more than 75% holding advanced degrees
and 30% holding multiple certifications. The total population of the district is
approximately 32,000.
The town is home to a large university in the State System of Higher
Education. More than 14,000 students are enrolled in undergraduate and graduate
programs. The university is the area’s largest employer and its presence in the community
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offers accessibility to many educational, cultural, and recreational opportunities exclusive
to a university town. The local hospital is the community's second largest employer and
serves as a full-service healthcare provider. Several decades ago, the area was a booming
industrial and agricultural center, with several factories, coal mines, and large family
farms. Those opportunities for employment exist only on a limited basis today, giving
way to more service-sector jobs. Twenty-five percent of the district’s students receive
free or reduced lunch.
In the past several years, the district's exemplary academic program has
continually been recognized by the Pennsylvania Department of Education and the
United States Department of Education. These recognitions include: achieving AYP
(Adequate Yearly Progress) on the Pennsylvania System of School Achievement state
tests; narrowing the achievement gap for lower socio-economic students; being in the top
10% of 616 Pennsylvania high schools on the SAT test; and achieving a high success rate
on competitive federal and state grant applications submitted.
Although the current study did not account for student differences based on ability
levels or socioeconomic status, these statistics may assist the reader in determining the
generalizability of this study to future populations. Of the 509 students in the study
population, 16.5% had non-gifted Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) and 25%
were economically disadvantaged. Of the 174 students comprising the sixth grade group,
19.5% had IEPs and 22.4% were economically disadvantaged. Fifteen percent of the 160
fifth grade students had IEPs and 27.5% were economically disadvantaged. And finally,
of the 175 fourth grade students, the percent with IEPs and economically disadvantaged
status were 14.9% and 25.1% respectively. These statistics are comparable to the overall
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school population of approximately 15% of students with IEPs and 25% economically
disadvantaged. In Pennsylvania, 15% of the students have IEPs and 35% are
economically disadvantaged, which shows that this district has a slightly more favorable
economic situation than the state as a whole and the percentage of students with
disabilities is the same.
Summary of the Findings
In order to determine if the level of participation in the parent involvement
program had a significant effect on the students’ scaled scores over previous years,
repeated-measures ANOVAs were conducted with the scores of students who were in
grades four, five, and six during the administration of the 2008 PSSA. A total of eight
ANOVAs were conducted, four for reading and four for math, using the entire group of
students and each of the grade levels separately. Two years of scores were used with the
group that contained the three grade levels combined. The sixth grade group had four
years of scaled scores, the fifth grade group had three years of scores, and the fourth
grade group had two years of scores.
Next, the chi square statistic was calculated for the entire group and each grade
level for both reading and math. The level of participation in the program in terms of
weeks and whether or not there was an increase in the PSSA proficiency level were used
in the crosstabulation. A total of eight chi square statistics were calculated along with the
accompanying crosstabulations.
Regression analyses were used to determine if participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership, the weeks of participation, and the total number of minutes of participation
were predictors of the PSSA scaled scores or increases in proficiency levels. Multiple
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regression was used with the scaled scores as the dependent variable. Logistic regression
was used with the increase in proficiency level, since the variable was dichotomous.
Surveys were administered to parents and students during the program and to
teachers as part of this study. Parents, students, and teachers were surveyed with multiple
choice and open-ended questions to determine their perceptions and to gain their
feedback on strengths and needs of the program. The data that was gathered from these
surveys provided information to the researcher regarding all participants’ perspectives.
Two multi-part research questions were developed for this study. The analysis and
interpretation for each question is presented below.
Question 1. Influence of different levels of participation
The analyses of data to answer the two parts of question one demonstrated the
relationship between the level of involvement in the PSSA Parent Partnership and the
students’ scores and proficiency levels over past years, as well determined if the level of
participation was a predictor of scaled score or improvement in proficiency level. Since
the major goal of the PSSA Parent partnership is to increase proficiency on the PSSA,
these were the most critical analyses of this study.
Question 1a. Relationship between participation level and improvement
The ANOVA and chi square results provided sufficient evidence to reject the first
null hypothesis which stated that the level of participation in the parent involvement
program had no significant effect on the students’ improvement over previous years.
When the fourth, fifth, and sixth graders are viewed as a group, their results were better,
both in scaled scores and proficiency level in reading and mathematics, when compared
with the non-participants.
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In the sixth grade group, the math scores for the participant groups increased at all
participation levels over the previous years’ results. Further, the above average
participation group had a larger increase than the other participation groups. However,
gains were not realized in proficiency level increases. In reading, the sixth graders did not
make progress in scaled score or proficiency level after participating in the program.
The fifth graders showed increases over previous years in scaled scores and
proficiency level improvement in both mathematics and reading at all levels of
participation. The fourth grade students showed dramatic increases in the mean scaled
math and reading scores at every participation level after participation in the program,
with higher gains realized at the higher levels of participation. Proficiency levels in both
subjects also increased from 2007 to 2008.
In general, it appears that those students who participated in the mathematics and
reading programs for longer periods of time were more likely to increase their scaled
scores and proficiency levels than were the non-participants and those who participated
for only a few weeks. Therefore, the first null hypothesis was rejected.
Question 1b. Prediction of scaled score or proficiency level improvement
The regression analyses provided sufficient evidence to reject the second null
hypothesis which stated that the level of participation in the parent involvement program
is not a significant predictor of proficiency or improvement on the state examination. The
results demonstrated that the number of weeks and total number of minutes of
participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership may serve as weak predictors of PSSA
scaled scores and proficiency level improvement on the PSSA. For predicting scaled
scores in both math and reading, the weeks of participation was the most important
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variable at all grade levels and for the three grades combined. Minutes of participation
was also an important factor for predicting math scaled scores in grades six and four and
for the three grades combined, as well as for predicting reading scaled scores in sixth
grade. The number of weeks of participation in the program was found to be a relevant
factor in predicting improvement of proficiency level in grade four math and reading,
grade five math, and for the three grade levels combined in both subjects. Each additional
week of participation increased the odds of improving the proficiency level. Relatively
speaking, the amount of variance explained by these variables was small, making them
weak predictors of scores and proficiency level improvement.
The regressions showed that the weeks of participation in the PSSA Parent
Partnership, and to a lesser extent the minutes of participation, were predictors of scaled
score and improving proficiency level on the PSSA. Therefore, the second null
hypothesis was rejected.
Question 2. Parent-student-teacher communication
Responses on the parent, student, and teacher surveys assisted in answering the
three parts of question two, to determine if the parent involvement program promoted
more parent-student-teacher communication. Since more communication was one of the
goals of the program, it was essential that this question be studied.
Question 2a. Parents’ perceptions
The parents’ perceptions provided the evidence to reject the third null hypothesis,
which stated that involvement in the parent involvement program had no significant
effect on the parents’ perceived ability to help their children gain the essential skills for
success on the state examination. The parents’ responses clearly identified four categories
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of strengths of the program, all of which supported their ability to assist their children in
preparing to be successful on the PSSA.
Seventy-two parents responded to the survey, and all of them shared positive
results of having participated in the program. A majority of the parents indicated that
their children became better prepared to take the PSSA exam as a result of participating
in the program. The parents perceived themselves as better able to assist their children in
preparing for the format of the PSSA, and stated that they were better equipped to target
the essential skills that would be tested on the PSSA when working with their children.
More communication with the teacher regarding their children’s areas of academic need
was seen as a benefit of the program.
Overall, the parents’ comments regarding the program were positive. The benefits
cited by parents fell into four major categories: developing familiarity with the format
and expectations of the PSSA; parent involvement in the program; recognition of each
child’s capabilities and areas of need; and the program’s structure. The benefit most often
mentioned by the parents was that both they and their children could become familiar
with the format and expectations of the PSSA. Parents reported that working with their
children helped them to combat some of the anxiety about the test since they knew what
the PSSA would be like. Becoming aware of each individual child’s capabilities,
strengths, and weaknesses; consistent weekly practice; and detailed answer keys and
writing samples for immediate feedback helped parents to provide assistance at home.
The high expectations, challenging work, and variety of problems were also perceived as
strengths of the program’s structure.

146

The parents’ responses identified four categories of strengths of the PSSA Parent
Partnership, all of which supported their ability to assist their children in preparing to be
successful on the PSSA. Therefore, the third null hypothesis was rejected.
Question 2b. Teachers’ perceptions
The perceptions of the teachers provided the evidence to reject the fourth
hypothesis which stated that the parent involvement program had no significant effect on
the amount of information that the parents shared with teachers to provide individual
instruction targeting areas of need. Teachers indicated that parents communicated with
them more as a result of participating in the program. Because of this communication, the
teachers reported assisting students on a more individual basis targeting particular needs.
Eighteen of the 30 teachers involved in the program responded to the survey.
Most of the respondents believed that the Weekly Parent Feedback Forms provided them
with more information from parents than they would have received otherwise and thought
that the information provided by parents was useful in providing targeted assistance to
students. As a result of participating in the program, teachers stated that they were better
able to target skills that would be tested on the PSSA, were better able to prepare the
students for the kinds of problems on the PSSA, assisted students on a more individual
basis targeting particular needs and communicated more with parents.
Many teachers commented on the strengths of the program, which fell into four
categories: the structure of the program, the benefits to the students, the benefits to the
teachers, and the benefits to the parents. Having a program that encouraged students and
parents to work together to strengthen math and reading skills was viewed as an
important component of the partnership. The teachers perceived that an important benefit
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was more communication with parents regarding the academic progress of individual
children. Parents were empowered to work hand-in-hand with the teachers in determining
the children’s strengths and areas of need and were encouraged to share information with
the teachers on a consistent basis. The teachers also saw benefits for the parents, like
getting them involved with preparing for the PSSA, giving them an idea of the types of
questions that are on the PSSA, and giving them tools to work effectively with the
children at home.
Due to participation in the PSSA Parent Partnership, parents communicated more
with teachers, resulting in the teachers assisting students on a more individual basis
targeting specific needs. Therefore, the fourth hypothesis was rejected.
Question 2c. Students’ perceptions
The students’ survey responses provided the evidence to reject the fifth null
hypothesis which stated that participation in the parent involvement program had no
significant effect on the students’ perceptions that they were more prepared for the state
examination than in the past. Most of the students stated that they were better prepared to
take the PSSA as a result of participating in the program. The reasons that were given for
feeling well-prepared were that they were able to work on the skills and the kinds of
problems that would be targeted on the test.
The students commented that the program helped them prepare for the PSSA by
showing them the kinds of problems that would be on the exam and by exposing them to
things they hadn’t learned in class. A few of the students specifically stated that they
liked having their parents help them and check their answers, and being able to practice at
home put less pressure on them.
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A majority of the students who responded to the survey stated that they were
better prepared to take the PSSA as a result of participating in the PSSA Parent
Partnership. Therefore, the fifth null hypothesis was rejected.
Findings Related to Literature
Use of Preparation Programs
The use of canned programs for preparing students to take high-stakes
examinations has been examined in the literature. In conjunction with a standards-based
curriculum, such programs have been shown to provide practice with test-taking skills
(Hollingworth, 2007). The findings of this study support this claim. Students indicated
that they were better prepared to take the PSSA as a result of participation in the
program, because they had practiced the skills and the types of questions that would be
asked.
Educators have been cautioned not to compromise what they know is best practice
in order to fit a canned program into the school day (Hollingworth, 2007). The PSSA
Parent Partnership addresses this issue by providing resources for students and parents to
use together at home. In fact, teachers, students, and parents all cited the home
connection as a strength of the program.
Parent Involvement Models
One common element in the parent involvement models that were highlighted in
this study was the impact of the home environment. The models demonstrate how parents
perform the basic obligations for their child’s education and social development, along
with reinforcing the school’s efforts (Epstein, 1987; Gordon, 1979; Henderson et al.,
1986; Swap, 1993). The PSSA Parent Partnership builds on the idea that parents have a
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positive contribution to make to their child’s academic success. The results of the parent
surveys show that the parents perceived themselves to be more empowered to help their
children to prepare for the PSSA as a result of participation in the program. Further, the
mean score of the participant group exceeded that of the non-participant group, leading to
the conclusion that participation in the program had a positive impact on scores.
Another common element in the parent involvement models is communication
between school and home. The importance of regular interaction between parents and
school personnel is described in the models (Epstein, 1987; Gordon, 1979; Henderson et
al., Hornby, 2000; 1986; Swap, 1993). One of the components that led to the success of
the PSSA Parent Partnership was the increase in communication between parents and
teachers, which gave teachers more information to target specific skills with students who
needed extra assistance.
Benefits of Parent Involvement
The success of the PSSA Parent Partnership, in terms of meeting its academic and
communication goals, supports the earlier work of Henderson and Berla (1995) who
found that parent involvement has a positive relationship with increasing test scores and
helping parents to develop confidence in their ability to assist their children with
schoolwork. The program was perceived by parents to increase their ability to assist their
children in preparing for the PSSA. Further, students felt better prepared for the PSSA
after participation in the program. This supports the literature saying parents who
reinforce academic success persuade their children through words and actions to develop
attitudes and behaviors that lead to more success. Students whose parents are involved in
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this way are more likely to develop positive self-efficacy for school-related tasks
(Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 1995).
Application of Findings
The findings from this study will benefit the school district in which the program
was designed and implemented. The teachers may use the findings to strengthen the
program and increase participation.
One idea expressed by teachers was holding more training for parents in order to
increase participation. Training programs would focus on improving communications
between parents and teachers and giving parents more strategies for assisting their
children. Knowledge of student and family issues that parents would share with teachers
would help the teachers to better target instruction to student needs.
Teachers may also use the findings to strengthen their own instruction and
communication with parents. Realizing that parents desire more and better
communications with them may give teachers the motivation they need to reach out to
parents on a more regular basis. Armed with the information that parents provide,
teachers will be able to improve their classroom practice to include more instruction on
skills and concepts that are areas of need for the students in their classes.
Parent involvement in the education of their children has been shown to have a
significant impact on academic success (Fehrmann et al., 1987; Henderson & Berla,
1995; Hrabowski et al., 1998; Klinger et al, 2006; Padgett, 2006). It is recognized that
both parents and school personnel have a responsibility for developing a partnership to
benefit students, but teachers and administrators have the greatest accountability for
creating welcoming schools and initiating communication with parents. The findings of
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this study should convince teachers and administrators of the importance of generating
parent involvement in their schools.
Implications for Future Research
School programs that stress parent involvement have students who outperform
those who attend schools which lack this quality (Hrabowski et al., 1998). It would
extend the current research to study the effects of the PSSA Parent Partnership in schools
that vary in parent involvement. It is possible that providing parents with the tools to
assist their children would provide the motivation to become involved with their child’s
academic progress.
It would also extend the current research to further investigate parent motivation
to be involved with their child’s schoolwork. It would be interesting to see if parents,
after realizing success with this parent involvement program, would be more motivated to
be involved with the next level of the program, with other academic parent involvement
programs, or with other types of parent involvement.
Barriers to parent involvement can be overcome by creating various opportunities
for communication and increasing the quality of contacts with parents (Swap, 1987). It
would be worthwhile to strengthen this aspect of the PSSA Parent Partnership, and then
duplicate the study with the additional goal of increasing participation.
There were factors that were not part of the current study that could extend the
understanding of what contributed to student success. For example, it is important to
determine if the program is more effective for students with particular characteristics or
for those who were in specific proficiency groups before participating in the program. It
is unclear why the sixth grade participant group did not do as well as the fourth and fifth
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grade groups. Further investigation into student and family characteristics may provide
some insight into this finding.
Limitations of the Study
The evaluation of the PSSA Parent Partnership was concerned with a quality
appraisal, in order to make data-driven decisions about the future of the program. While
generalizability may be low in terms of experimental research, there is value in the
evaluation in terms of being able to make an informed decision that impacts the education
of students. In particular, this evaluation served as a formative assessment which allowed
for modifications to increase the program’s value. The importance of this study lies in the
information it provided to educators to maintain and revise the PSSA Parent Partnership
to benefit student achievement, as well as in providing further evidence that preparation
programs can have a positive impact on student success on high-stakes examinations.
The program was designed specifically to use with students in grades three
through six. This study was conducted with students and their parents, in a high achieving
school district of about 2800 students, in semi-rural western Pennsylvania. The reader is
cautioned regarding the generalizability of the results to populations that differ from this
one or that vary from the age-group for which the program was designed.
Although the surveys were designed to elicit honest answers to direct questions, it
is impossible to guarantee that the answers given were true. It is possible that families
participated in the program without returning the response form thus causing some
students to be counted as non-participants when they should have been counted as
participants.
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Since this program was conducted in the 2007 – 2008 school year, no changes can
be made to it that will affect the original participants. However, the results of this study
could impact decisions regarding implementation in the future.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was delimited to elementary school students in grades four through six
although the program was designed for students in grades three through six. Since only
grade four through six students had previous scores for comparison, they were chosen as
the population.
For the purposes of this study, student proficiency was measured by the scores on
the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA), since the program was designed
to involve parents in a program to increase PSSA scores. It is recognized that a score on a
state examination is only one of the many ways to measure student achievement.
Additionally, there is no evidence that this parent involvement program could be used to
assist students in preparing for examinations in states other than Pennsylvania.
Summary
Because of ever-increasing accountability for student achievement on high-stakes
examinations, it is necessary to evaluate test preparation programs to determine their
impact on student proficiency. The final chapter began with a summary of the purpose of
the study, procedures, limitations, delimitations, and participant demographics. This
information was summarized to assist the reader in understanding the conditions under
which the study was conducted to provide a context for generalizability to future
endeavors of this type. The findings of the study were presented for each of the research
questions. All five of the null hypotheses in this study were rejected, due to the evidence
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that was found indicating that the PSSA Parent Partnership had a significant impact on
student scores and proficiency levels, as well as on teacher-parent-student
communication and perceptions. The analyses of the data give a clear indication that the
PSSA Parent Partnership was successful in meeting its goals of helping to increase
proficiency on the PSSA and facilitate communication between the school and home.
The findings of this study will be immediately applicable in the school district in
which the study was conducted and will also provide relevant information to other
educators who are considering using test preparation programs with their students. The
author supports the best practices of using a standards-based curriculum and formative
assessment as the foundation for an educational program, but has shown that there is
evidence to support the use of test preparation programs as well. Implications for further
research include understanding the student characteristics that contributed to success and
finding ways to motivate more families to participate in the program.
The results of the study were presented in relation to the important literature
regarding parent involvement and test preparation in schools. The findings supported
earlier work related to test preparation programs, parent involvement models and the
benefits of parent involvement. This study extended the body of research to include the
effects of parent involvement in preparing students for success on high-stakes
examinations.
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Appendix A
Weekly Parent Feedback Form
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PSSA Parent Partnership
(Please return this form to the teacher, but keep the packet at home for further review.)

Child’s Name __________________________________ Grade ____________

Date of packet _

Time spent on packet: ________ minutes

Please check one:

_____ I assisted my child with the completion of this work.

_____ My child worked independently, and I reviewed the work with him/her.

_____ My child worked independently. We did not review the work together.

_____ My child did not complete this practice work.

My child needs further assistance with ____________________________________

___________________________________________________________________

Parent Signature __________________________________________ Date ________
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Appendix B
Student and Parent Surveys
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PSSA Parent Partnership Parent Survey
Child’s Name ___________________________Grade ____________
Teacher’s Name ________________________School ____________
1. Our family participated in the PSSA Parent Partnership….
a. all 18 weeks.
b. 12 - 17 weeks.
c. 6 – 11 weeks.
d. 1 – 5 weeks.
e. zero weeks.
2. For the most part…..
a. I assisted my child with the completion of the work.
b. my child worked independently, and I reviewed the work with him/her.
c. my child worked independently. We did not review the work together.
d. my child did not complete the practice work.
3. As a result of participating in the PSSA Parent Partnership……
(Circle all answers that apply.)
a. I was better able to assist my child in preparing for the format of the PSSA.
b. I was better able to target the essential skills that would be tested on the PSSA.
c. I had more communication with my child’s teacher regarding areas of academic need.
d. my child became better prepared to take the PSSA exam.
4. We used some of the materials that were provided online.
YES

NO

5. I believe the PSSA Parent Partnership could be improved in the following ways:

6. I thought these were strengths of the PSSA Parent Partnership:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please return it to your child’s teacher.

167

PSSA Parent Partnership Student Survey
Child’s Name _________________________________________________ Grade ____________
Teacher’s Name ______________________________________________ School ____________
1. I liked being able to work at home on PSSA practice problems.
YES

NO

SOMETIMES

2. For the most part…..
a. a family member helped me with the work.
b. I worked by myself, and then a family member reviewed the work with me.
c. I worked by myself, and no one reviewed the work with me.
d. I did not complete the practice work.
3. As a result of participating in the PSSA Parent Partnership……
(Circle all answers that apply.)
a. I was better able to prepare for the kinds of problems on the PSSA.
b. I was better able to work on skills that would be tested on the PSSA.
c. my teacher helped me with problems I didn’t understand.
d. I was better prepared to take the PSSA exam.
4. I used some of the packets or quizzes that were provided online.
YES

NO

5. I believe the PSSA Parent Partnership could be improved in the following ways:

6. I thought these were the good things about the PSSA Parent Partnership:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please return it to your teacher.
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Appendix C
Teacher Survey
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PSSA Parent Partnership Teacher Survey
1. The Weekly Parent Feedback Forms provided me with more information from parents than I would have
received otherwise.
YES

NO

2. For the most part…..
a. information provided by parents was useful to me in providing targeted assistance.
b. information provided by parents was not useful.
3. As a result of participating in the PSSA Parent Partnership……
(Circle all answers that apply.)
a. I was better able to prepare the students for the kinds of problems on the PSSA.
b. I was better able to target skills that would be tested on the PSSA.
c. I communicated more with parents.
d. I assisted students on a more individual basis targeting particular needs.
4. I believe the PSSA Parent Partnership could be improved in the following ways:

5. I thought these were the strengths of the PSSA Parent Partnership:

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Please return it to Jill Piper at District Office.
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Appendix D
Parent Letter Describing the PSSA Parent Partnership
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Appendix E
Crosstabulations Used in Chi Square Analyses
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Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grades Four - Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-3 weeks)

Average
(4-8 weeks)

Above Average
(9-12 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

83.9

16.1

100.0

57.7

27.2

48.9

41.1

7.9

48.9

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

78.2

21.8

100.0

30.7

21.1

27.9

21.8

6.1

27.9

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

37.8

62.2

100.0

9.4

38.1

17.7

6.7

11.0

17.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

28.6

71.4

100.0

2.2

13.6

5.5

1.6

3.9

5.5

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

71.1

28.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

71.1

28.9

100.0

174

Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-3 weeks)

Average
(4-8 weeks)

% within participation level

71.3

28.7

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

80.2

73.6

78.2

55.7

22.4

78.2

% within participation level

68.2

31.8

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

12.4

13.2

12.6

8.6

4.0

12.6

% within participation level

40.0

60.0

100.0

3.3

11.3

5.7

2.3

3.4

5.7

83.3

16.7

100.0

4.1

1.9

3.4

2.9

0.6

3.4

% within participation level

69.55

30.5

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

100.0

100.0

100.0

69.5

30.5

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total
Above Average
(9-12 weeks)

% within participation level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

Total
(all students)

Total
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Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Five
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-3 weeks)

Average
(4-8 weeks)

Above Average
(9-12 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

89.1

10.9

100.0

55.9

12.1

40.0

35.6

4.4

40.0

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

75.0

25.0

100.0

32.4

19.0

27.5

20.6

6.9

27.5

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

23.1

76.9

100.0

8.8

51.7

24.4

5.6

18.8

24.4

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

23.1

76.9

100.0

2.9

17.2

8.1

1.9

6.3

8.1

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

63.8

36.3

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

63.8

36.3

100.0
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Crosstabulation of Math Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA Math
Proficiency Level, Grade Four
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-3 weeks)

Average
(4-8 weeks)

Above Average
(9-12 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

90.3

9.7

100.0

46.3

11.1

35.4

32.0

3.4

35.4

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

77.3

22.7

100.0

42.1

27.8

37.7

29.1

8.6

37.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

37.8

62.2

100.0

11.6

42.6

21.1

8.0

13.1

21.1

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

0.0

100.0

100.0

0.0

18.5

5.7

0.0

5.7

5.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

69.1

30.9

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

69.1

30.9

100.0
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Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grades Four – Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-2 weeks)

Average
(3-4 weeks)

% within participation level

82.4

17.6

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

68.9

43.4

62.5

51.5

11.0

62.5

% within participation level

80.2

19.8

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

22.4

16.3

20.8

16.7

4.1

20.8

% within participation level

39.7

60.3

100.0

6.1

27.1

11.4

4.5

6.9

11.4

37.0

63.0

100.0

2.6

13.2

5.3

2.0

3.3

5.3

74.7

25.3

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

74.7

25.3

100.0

% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total
Above Average
(5-6 weeks)

% within participation level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total
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Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Six
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-2 weeks)

Average
(3-4 weeks)

Above Average
(5-6 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

71.3

28.7

100.0

80.2

73.6

78.2

55.7

22.4

78.2

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

68.2

31.8

100.0

12.4

13.2

12.6

8.6

4.0

12.6

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

40.0

60.0

100.0

3.3

11.3

5.7

2.3

3.4

5.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

83.3

16.7

100.0

4.1

1.9

3.4

2.9

0.6

3.4

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

69.5

30.5

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

69.5

30.5

100.0
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Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Five
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-2 weeks)

Average
(3-4 weeks)

Above Average
(5-6 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

91.2

8.8

100.0

75.6

24.3

63.8

58.1

5.6

63.8

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

66.7

33.3

100.0

17.9

29.7

20.6

13.8

6.9

20.6

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

28.6

71.4

100.0

3.3

27.0

8.8

2.5

6.3

8.8

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

36.4

63.6

100.0

3.3

18.9

6.9

2.5

4.4

6.9

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

76.9

23.1

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

76.9

23.1

100.0
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Crosstabulation of Reading Program Participation Level and an Increase in PSSA
Reading Proficiency Level, Grade Four
Increase in Proficiency Level
No
Yes
Program
Participation
Level
None
(0 weeks)

Minimal
(1-2 weeks)

Average
(3-4 weeks)

Above Average
(5-6 weeks)

Total
(all students)

Total

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

89.9

10.1

100.0

52.2

20.5

45.1

40.6

4.6

45.1

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

94.2

5.8

100.0

36.0

7.7

29.7

28.0

1.7

29.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

44.1

55.9

100.0

11.0

48.7

19.4

8.6

10.9

19.4

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

10.0

90.0

100.0

0.7

23.1

5.7

0.6

5.1

5.7

% within participation
level
% within increase in
proficiency level
% of total

77.7

22.3

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

77.7

22.3

100.0
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Appendix F
Request to Superintendent to Access and Use Student Data
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Appendix G
Superintendent Permission to Use Data
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Appendix H
Consent to Participate in a Research Study
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Appendix I
Invitation Email to Teachers
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Indiana Area School District
Indiana, PA 15701

To:

All 4th, 5th, and 6th grade teachers

From: Jill Piper, Curriculum Coordinator
Date: March 20, 2009
Re:

PSSA Parent Partnership
You are being asked to participate in a research project investigating how parental

involvement in the preparation of students for the PSSA affects student proficiency and
communication between home and school. Specifically, I would like to gain your
perceptions regarding communication with parents and ways in which the PSSA Parent
Partnership helped to prepare students for the PSSA.
I am conducting this research in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
doctor of education degree at Duquesne University. Your input regarding the program
will be helpful in determining if the program should be continued and if it should be
modified in any way.
Your building secretary will distribute a Consent to Participate in a Research
Study form and a survey to you. You are under no obligation to participate in the study.
Should you elect to participate, no identifying information will be collected from you on
the survey. Two envelopes will be provided for the separate return of the signed consent
form and the survey. The consent forms will be returned to Mrs. Byerly, in order to
assure your anonymity.
Please consider participating in this research. Thank you!
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Appendix J
Sample PSSA Parent Partnership Packet

191

192

193

194

195

196

197

198

